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Executive  Summary 


This  report  presents  the  results  of  the  Community  Environmental  Response  Facilitation  Act 
(CERFA)  investigation  conducted  by  The  Earth  Technology  Corporation  (TETC)  at  Hamilton 
Army  Airfield,  a  U.S.  Government  property  selected  for  closure  by  the  Base  Realignment  and 
Closure  (BRAC)  Commission  under  Public  Laws  100-526  and  101-510.  Under  CERFA  (Public 
Law  102-426),  Federal  agencies  are  required  to  identify  real  property  that  can  be  immediately 
reused  and  redeveloped.  Satisfying  this  objective  requires  the  identification  of  real  property 
where  no  hazardous  substances  or  petroleum  products,  regulated  by  the  Comprehensive 
Environmental  Response,  Compensation,  and  Liability  Act  (CERCLA),  were  stored  for  one  year 
or  more,  known  to  have  been  released,  or  di^sed. 

Hie  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  is  an  iqiproximately  702-acre  site  located  in  Marin  County, 
California,  on  the  southern  outskirts  of  the  city  of  Novato.  The  BRAC  property  consists  of  five 
non-contiguous  parcels;  an  airfield  pn^rty,  former  POL  Area,  hoq^ital  complex  parcel 
(Hospital  Hill)  and  two  other  small  properties  (Parcel  A2  and  A3).  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  is 
a  subinstallation  of  the  Presidio  of  San  Francisco.  Operations  currently  ongoing  at  the 
installation  are  minimal.  They  consist  of  stormwater  management  and  other  operation  and 
maintenance,  environmental  investigation  and  remediation  activities  and  tenant  operations 
including  a  U.S.  Coast  Guard  Medical  and  Dental  clinic,  the  U.S.  Army  Regional  Training  Site 
(Intelligence),  the  U.S.  Air  Force  Civil  Air  Patrol,  the  Marin  Power  Squadron  and  the  Vickers 
Vimy  1994  Project.  Current  activities  associated  with  the  property  that  have  environmental 
significance  consist  primarily  of  environmental  investigations  being  conducted  at  a  former 
aircraft  maintenance  area,  former  sewage  treatment  plant,  operating  storm  water  pump  stations, 
former  construction  debris  landfill  (East  Levee  Landfill),  former  aircraft  revetment  area, 
abandoned  fuel  lines  and  a  former  petroleum  oil  and  lubricants  area  (POL  Area).  A 
groundwater  pump  and  treat  facility  for  a  Landfill  26  located  on  an  adjacent  property  is  also 
located  in  the  POL  Area. 

During  this  investigation,  TETC  reviewed  existing  investigation  documents;  U.S.  Bivironmental 
Protection  Agency  (USEPA),  State,  and  county  regulatory  records;  environmental  data  bases; 
and  title  documents  pertaining  to  Hamilton  Army  Airfield.  In  addition,  TETC  conducted 
interviews  and  visual  inspections  of  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  as  well  as  visual  inspections  of  and 
data  base  searches  for  the  surrounding  properties. 

Information  in  this  CERFA  Report  was  current  as  of  April  1994.  This  information  was  used 
to  divide  the  installation  into  four  categories  of  parcels:  CERFA  Parcels,  CERFA  Parcels  with 
Qualifiers,  CERFA  Disqualified  Parcels,  and  CERFA-Excluded  Parcels,  as  defined  by  the 
Army. 

The  total  BRAC  prc^rty  acreage  at  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  is  702  acres.  Areas  of  the  facility 
that  have  no  history  of  release,  di^sal,  or  storage  of  CERCLA-regulated  hazardous  substances 
or  petroleum  products  are  categorized  as  CERFA  Parcels.  TETC  determined  that  approximately 


I 


523  acres  of  the  702  acre  property  fall  within  the  CERFA  Parcel  category,  predominantly  in  the 
south  central,  and  northwestern  portions  of  the  airfield  BRAC  property  along  the  runway. 

Areas  of  the  facility  that  had  no  evidence  of  such  release,  disposal,  or  storage,  but  contained 
hazards  not  regulated  by  CERCLA  (such  as  asbestos,  radon  gas,  lead-based  paint,  unexploded 
ordnance,  radionuclides,  or  not  in-use  equipment  containing  polychlorinated  biphenyl)  were 
categorized  as  CERFA  Parcels  with  Qualifiers.  Approximately  15  acres  of  the  facility  were 
identified  as  CERFA  Parcels  with  Qualifiers. 

Areas  of  the  facility  for  which  there  is  a  history  of  release,  disposal,  or  storage  for  one  year  or 
more  of  CERCLA-regulated  hazardous  substances  or  petroleum  products  or  had  a  release  of 
hazards  identified  above  were  categorized  as  Cl^FA  Disqualified  Parcels.  One  hundred  and 
fifty-five  acres  of  installation  property  are  identified  as  CERFA  Disqualified  Parcels. 

Areas  on  the  facility  that  will  be  retained  by  the  Federal  Government  or  that  have  already  been 
transferred  by  deed  are  categorized  as  Cl^FA-Excluded  Parcels.  None  of  the  property  was 
identified  as  CERFA-Excluded  Parcels. 

The  primary  objective  of  CERFA  is  satisfied  by  the  identification  of  CERFA  Parcels  and 
CERFA  Parcels  with  Qualifiers.  As  a  result,  concurrence  has  been  sought  from  the  regulatory 
agencies  on  these  two  categories  of  parcels.  This  CERFA  Report  has  been  reviewed  by  the  U.S. 
Army  Environmental  Center  (USA^),  Hamilton  Army  Airfield,  Region  X  USEPA,  and  the 
California  Department  of  Toxic  Substance  Control,  and  California  Regional  Water  (^ality 
Control  Board.  Comments  from  these  organizations  have  been  incorporated  into  this  final 
report.  Any  unresolved  issues  from  the  regulatory  agencies  are  identified. 

This  report  contains  maps  that  summarize  the  categorization  of  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  on  the 
basis  of  the  above  definitions.  This  Executive  Summary  should  be  read  only  in  conjunction  with 
the  complete  CERFA  Rqxirt  for  this  installation.  The  CERFA  Report  provides  the  relevant 
environmental  history  to  substantiate  the  parcel  categorization.  This  report  does  not  address 
other  property  transfer  requirements  that  may  be  aiplicable  under  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act,  nor  does  it  address  natural  resource  considerations  such  as  the  threat  to  plant  or 
animal  life. 
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1.0  Introduction 


This  Community  Environmental  Response  Facilitation  Act  (CERFA)  Report  for  Hamilton  Army 
Airfield  was  prepared  by  The  Earth  Technology  Corporation  (TETC)  under  Contract  No. 

DAAA 15-9 1-0009,  Delivery  Order  0010,  for  the  U.S.  Army  Environmental  Center  (USAEC), 

Base  Closure  Division.  The  purpose  and  scope  of  the  work  are  presented  in  this  section.  The  > 

sources  used  to  conduct  the  investigations  for  the  CERFA  Report  are  identified  in  Section  2. 

Background  information  for  the  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  is  provided  in  Section  3.  CERFA 
investigation  results  are  discussed  in  Section  4.  Finally,  Section  S  includes  maps  that  delineate 
Hamilton  Army  Airfield  boundaries,  land  transfers,  and  the  parcels  of  the  facility  according  to 
CERFA  Parcel  identification  requirements.  I 

1.1  Purpose  and  Scope 

Public  Laws  100-526  and  101-510  designated  more  than  100  Army  facilities  for  closure  and 
realigiunent.  As  a  result,  it  became  necessary  to  expedite  the  environmental  investigation  and  I 

cleanup  process  prior  to  the  release  and  reuse  of  Army  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  (BRAC) 
property.  The  BRAC  environmental  restoration  program  was  established  with  the  first  round 
of  base  closures  (BRAC  88)  and  continued  with  subsequent  rounds  (BRAC  91 ,  BRAC  93,  etc.). 

The  BRAC  program  is  similar  to  the  Army’s  Installation  Restoration  Program,  but  it  has  been 
expanded  to  include  such  categories  of  contamination  as  asbestos,  radon,  polychlorinated  ^ 

biphenyls  (PCBs),  and  others  that  are  not  normally  addressed  under  the  program. 

The  first  step  in  the  BRAC  environmental  restoration  program  was  the  preparation  of  Enhanced 
Preliminary  Assessments  (PAs).  The  term  "enhanced"  is  used  to  distinguish  these  assessments 
from  previous  Installation  Restoration  Program  PAs:  The  BRAC  PAs  are  conducted  from  a 
property  transfer  perspective  and  evaluate  substances  (e.g.,  asbestos,  radon,  PCBs)  that  are  not  * 

included  in  the  previous  PAs.  The  Enhanced  PAs  include  reviews  of  existing  installation 
documents,  regulatory  records,  and  aerial  photographs;  a  site  visit  and  visual  inspection;  and 
employee  interviews.  Enhanced  PAs  were  conducted  for  BRAC  88  and  BRAC  91  installations 
and  are  currently  underway  at  BRAC  93  installations.  An  Enhanced  PA  was  prepared  for 
Hamilton  Army  Airfield  in  January  1990  by  Roy  F.  Weston,  under  the  direction  of  USAEC  * 

(formerly  the  U.S.  Army  Toxic  and  Hazardous  ^terial  Agency  [USATHAMA]). 

In  October  1992,  Public  Law  102-426,  CERFA,  amended  Section  120(h)  of  Comprehensive 
Enviromnental  Response,  Compensation,  and  Liability  Act  (CERCLA)  and  established  new 
requirements  for  contamination  assessment  and  regulatory  agency  notiUcation/concurrence  for  > 

Federal  facility  closures.  CERFA  requires  the  Federal  Government  to  identify  property  where 
no  hazardous  substances  or  petroleum  products  regulated  by  CERCLA  were  stored,  released, 
or  disposed  before  ending  activities  on  real  property  owned.  The  Government’s  assessment  of 
a  facility  as  uncontaminated  must  be  concurrkl  with  by  the  appropriate  regulatory  agencies  (U.S. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  (USEPA)  on  National  Priority  List  bases  and  the  State  on  non-  > 

National  Priority  List  bases),  'lliese  requirements  retroactively  affect  the  Army  BRAC  88  and 
BRAC  91  environmental  restoration  activities  and  are  being  implemented  at  BRAC  93  sites 
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concurrently  with  their  Enhanced  PAs.  The  primary  objective  of  the  CERFA  is  that  Federal 
agencies  expeditiously  identify  real  property  that  can  be  rapidly  reused  and  redeveloped. 
(However,  CERFA  does  not  mandate  that  the  Army  transfer  r^  property  so  identified.) 

TETC  was  awarded  the  task  to  identify  real  property  where  no  hazardous  substances  or 
petroleum  products  regulated  by  CERCLA  were  stored,  released,  or  disposed  at  12  BRAC  88 
sites.  Htis  report  presents  the  fmdings  of  this  CERFA  response  for  Hamilton  Army  Airfield, 
California. 

1.2  DEFiNmoN  OF  Terms 

The  following  definitions  are  used  to  categorize  and  label  parcels  identified  on  the  installation: 

★  CERFA  Parcel  —  A  portion  of  the  installation  real  property  for  which 
investigation  reveals  no  evidence  of  storage  for  one  year  or  more,  release,  or 
disposal  of  CERCLA  hazardous  substances,  petroleum,  or  petroleum  derivatives 
and  no  evidence  of  being  threatened  by  migration  of  such  substances.  CERFA 
parcels  include  areas  where  PCB  containing  equipment  is  in  operation,  but  there 
is  no  evidence  of  release.  CERFA  parcels  also  include  any  portion  of  the 
installation  which  once  contained  related  environmental,  hazard,  or  safety  issues 
including  unexploded  ordnance  (UXO)  located  on  firing  ranges  or  impact  areas, 
radon,  stored  (not  in-use)  PCB-containing  equipment,  asbestos  contained  within 
building  materials,  and  lead-based  paint  applied  to  building  material  surfaces,  but 
which  have  since  been  fully  remediated  or  removed. 

★  CERFA  Parcel  with  Qualifier(s)  -  A  portion  of  the  installation  real  property  for 
which  investigation  reveals  no  evidence  of  storage  for  one  year  or  more,  release, 
or  disposal  of  CERCLA  hazardous  substances,  petroleum,  or  petroleum 
derivatives  and  no  evidence  of  being  threatened  by  migration  of  such  substances. 
Parcel  does  however  contain  related  environmental,  hazard,  or  safety  issues 
including  unexploded  ordnance  (UXO)  located  on  firing  ranges  or  impact  areas, 
radon,  radionuclides  contained  within  products  being  used  for  their  intended 
purposes,  asbestos  contained  within  building  materials,  lead-based  paint  applied 
to  building  material  surfaces,  or  stored  (not  in-use)  PCB  containing  equipment. 

★  CERFA  DisqualiHed  Parcel  —  A  portion  of  the  installation  real  property  for 
which  investigation  reveals  evidence  of  a  release,  disposal,  or  storage  for  more 
than  one  year  of  a  CERCLA  hazardous  substance,  petroleum,  or  petroleum 
derivatives;  or  a  portion  of  the  installation  threatened  by  such  a  release  or 
disposal.  CERFA  Disqualified  Parcels  also  include  any  portion  of  the  installation 
where  PCB,  asbestos  containing  material,  lead-bas^  paint  residue,  or  any 
ordnance  has  been  disposed  of,  and  any  locations  where  chemical  ordnance  has 
been  stored.  Additionally,  CERFA  Disqualified  Parcels  include  any  areas  in 
which  CERCLA  hazardous  substances  or  petroleum  products  have  been  released 
or  di^sed  of  and  subsequently  fiilly  remediated. 
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★  CERFA  Excluded  Parcel  —  A  portion  of  the  installation  real  property  retained 
by  the  Department  of  Defense,  and  therefore  not  explicitly  investigated  for 
CERFA.  CERFA  Excluded  Parcels  also  include  any  portions  of  the  installation 
which  have  already  been  transferr^  by  deed  to  a  party  outside  the  Federal 
Government,  or  by  transfer  assembly  to  another  Federal  agency. 

The  following  labels  are  used  in  conjunction  with  the  identified  parcels: 

★  P  =  CERFA  Parcel 

★  Q  =  CERFA  Parcel  with  Qualifier(s) 

★  D  =  CERFA  Disqualified  Parcel 

★  E  =  CERFA-Excluded  Parcel 


Each  parcel  has  been  given  a  unique  number  to  which  the  appropriate  labels  are  attached.  For 
example,  4P  indicates  that  the  fourth  parcel  is  in  the  CERFA  Parcel  category. 

The  presence  of  hazards  not  regulated  by  CERCLA  places  a  parcel  in  the  CERFA  Parcel  with 
Qualifier  category.  This  has  been  indicated  by  the  following  labels: 

★  A  =  Asbestos 

★  L  =  Lead-based  Paint 

★  P  =  PCB 

★  R  =  Radon 

★  X  =  Unexploded  Ordnance 

★  RD  =  Radionuclides 

For  example,  similar  to  the  designation  described  above,  5Q-L  would  indicate  that  the  fifth 
parcel  is  in  the  CERFA  Parcel  with  Qualifiers  category  because  of  the  presence  of  lead-based 
paint.  Similarly,  parcel  label  8Q-X/R  indicates  that  the  8th  parcel  is  in  the  CERFA  Parcel  with 
Qualifiers  category  because  of  the  presence  of  unexploded  ordnance  and  radon. 


The  following  designations  are  used  to  indicate  the  type  of  contamination  or  storage 
present  in  a  parcel  that  has  been  placed  in  the  CERFA  Disqualified  category: 


★  PR  =  Petroleum  Release 

★  PS  =  Petroleum  Storage 

★  HR  =  Hazardous  Substance  Release 

★  HS  =  Hazardous  Substance  Storage 


For  example,  12D-HR  indicates  that  the  twelfth  parcel  is  in  the  CERFA  Disqualified  category 
because  of  evidence  of  hazardous  substance  release. 


For  all  parcels,  "(P)"  is  used  to  indicate  that  the  presence  of  a  contaminant  is  possible,  but  that 
data  are  unavailable  for  verification.  For  example,  9Q-A(P)  indicates  that  the  ninth  parcel  is  in 
the  CERFA  Parcel  with  Qualifiers  categoiy  because  of  the  possible  presence  (unverified)  of 
asbestos-containing  material.  Similarly,  parcel  label  15D-H]^PS/A(P)  indicates  that  the  ISth 
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parcel  is  in  the  CERFA  Disqualified  category  based  on  evidence  of  a  hazardous  substance 
release  and  petroleum  storage.  It  may  also  have  asbestos-containing  material. 

1.3  Geographical  and  Environmental  Setting  ^ 

Hamilton  Army  Airfield  is  located  approximately  22  miles  north  of  San  Francisco  on  the 
southern  outskirts  of  the  city  of  Novato  in  Marin  County,  California.  Hamilton  Army  Airfield 
is  situated  at  latitude  38°04’  06"  N,  longitude  112®  32’  24"  W  on  the  western  shore  of  San 
Pablo  Bay.  Figure  1-1  presents  the  geographic  location  of  the  installation.  ^ 

The  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  BRAC  property  (hereafter  identified  as  "the  BRAC  property") 

consists  of  five  Army-owned  parcels  that  have  a  combined  size  of  approximately  702  acres.  The 

first  parcel  (the  "airfield  BRAC  property")  is  the  main  portion  of  the  BRAC  property.  It 

consists  of  the  main  airfield  runway,  taxiways,  revetment  area,  levees  and  drainage  systems,  an  ^ 

aircraft  maintenance  area  including  a  hangar  (Building  86)  and  several  other  buildings,  and  an 

undeveloped  strip  of  intertidal  land  outside  the  east  levee.  The  airfield  BRAC  property  also 

consists  of  a  parcel  ("Parcel  A4")  which  contains  Buddings  138  and  140,  a  1.8-acre  airfield 

tarmac  parcel  containing  a  former  aircraft  washrack  ("Parcel  A5"),  and  a  3.2-acre  airfield 

tarmac  parcel  ("Parcel  A6").  These  parcels  are  located  in  the  southwestern  portion  of  the  > 

airfield  BRAC  property.  The  airfield  BRAC  property  is  bounded  by  state  owned  land  on  the 

east  and  a  portion  of  its  north  boundary.  Privately  owned  farmland  Orders  the  property  to  the 

south  and  north,  and  the  property  abuts  the  Ignacio  Reservoir  in  the  northwest  comer.  The 

parcel  is  bounded  on  the  west  by  Army-owned  property,  the  sale  of  which  is  being  administered 

by  the  General  Services  Administration.  The  parcel  administered  by  the  General  Services  I 

Administration  ("the  General  Services  Administration  sale  parcel")  is  not  part  of  the  BRAC 

property.  A  small  parcel  that  includes  Building  85  (located  along  the  southwestern  boundary  of 

the  BRAC  property)  is  owned  by  the  Coast  Guard. 

The  second  BRAC  property  the  ("Petroleum,  Oil,  and  Lubricant  (POL)  Area  BRAC  property")  I 

is  located  on  the  northwest  side  of  the  airfield  BRAC  property,  on  the  north  flank  of  Reservoir 
Hill.  The  area  is  a  former  fuel  storage  and  distribution  area  for  Hamilton  Army  Airfield. 

Buildings  736,  737,  and  738  were  formerly  located  on  the  parcel.  A  building  housing  a 
groundwater  treatment  system  is  currently  located  on  the  parcel.  The  property  is  surrounded 
by  the  General  Services  Administration  sale  parcel.  Immediately  west  of  the  BRAC  property,  ^ 

on  the  General  Services  Administration  sale  parcel,  is  the  location  of  a  former  landfill  (Landfill 
26). 

The  third  BRAC  property  ("Hospital  Hill  BRAC  property")  is  located  in  the  central  portion  of 
the  installation,  west  of  the  airfield  BRAC  property.  The  Hospital  Hill  BRAC  property  consists 
of  eight  buildings  and  associated  grounds  formerly  part  of  the  installation  hospital,  llie  parcel  ^ 

is  bounded  by  U.S.  Navy  housing  property  on  the  southeast  and  west  and  the  General  Services 
Administration  sale  parcel  to  the  north. 
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The  fourth  BRAC  parcel  ("Parcel  A2")  is  located  to  the  west  of  the  airfield  BRAC  property  and 
is  bounded  by  Hangar  Avenue,  Escolta  Street,  6th  Street,  and  7th  Street.  The  parcel  consists 
of  four  buildings  (Buildings  442,  443,  44S,  and  449)  and  associated  grounds.  It  is  surrounded  I 

by  General  Services  Administration  sale  parcel  property. 

The  fifth  BRAC  parcel  ("Parcel  A3")  is  located  west  of  the  airfield  BRAC  property  and  is 
bounded  by  Hangar  Avenue,  Escolta  Street,  8th  Street,  and  9th  Street.  The  parcel  consists  of 
Building  467  and  associated  grounds.  The  property  is  also  surrounded  by  General  Services  I 

Administration  sale  parcel  property. 

1.3.1  Physical  Setting 

The  airfield  BRAC  property  occupies  a  broad  flat  depression  bordering  San  Pablo  Bay.  The 
area  was  created  by  excavating  into  San  Pablo  Bay  tidal  wetland  marshes  and  alluvial  plains 
during  the  original  airfield  construction  in  1932  to  1935.  Elevations  in  this  portion  of  the  BRAC 
property  range  from  8  feet  below  sea  level  to  several  feet  above  sea  level  (National  Geodetic 
Vertical  Datum).  The  area  is  protected  from  salt  water  invasion  and  inundation  by  a  levee 
system  and  drainage  ditches  (to  remove  water)  that  surround  the  northern,  southern,  eastern,  and 
northwestern  portion  of  the  property.  ^ 

The  principal  physical  feature  in  the  airfield  BRAC  property  is  the  aircraft  runway,  which  is 
approximately  8,000  feet  long  and  is  oriented  in  a  northwest/southeast  direction.  The  runway 
is  concrete  with  tarmac  overrun  areas  and  concrete  and  tarmac  taxiways.  Concrete  and  tarmac 
•  aircraft  paildng  areas  cover  a  large  portion  of  the  airfield  BRAC  property  to  the  southwest  of  • 

the  runway.  Northeast  of  the  runway  is  an  aircraft  revetment  area.  The  area  consists  of  a  grass 
covered  fill  area  crisscrossed  by  a  series  of  concrete  taxiways  and  revetment  turnouts. 

Approximately  15,000  linear  feet  of  earthen  levees  run  along  the  northern  and  southern  property 
boundary  and  on  the  eastern  side  of  the  revetment  area.  Levee  elevations  range  from  1  to  7  feet  I 

(National  Geodetic  Vertical  Datum).  The  north  levee  separates  the  airfield  BRAC  property  from 
adjacent  farmlands  and  the  northwestern  levee  sq>arates  it  from  the  Ignacio  Reservoir.  Beyond 
the  east  levee  to  the  property  line,  the  land  is  primarily  salt  marsh. 

Unpaved  areas  f  the  airfield  BRAC  property  within  the  levee  system  consist  primarily  of  I 

grassland  dom».(  4ed  by  either  nonnative  armual  or  fescue  grasses  and  salt  marshes.  Salt  marsh 
communities  occupy  the  tidally-dominated  portion  of  the  airfield  outside  the  levee  system  and 
adjacent  to  San  Pablo  Bay. 

The  POL  Area  BRAC  property  occupies  the  northern  most  comer  of  a  bedrock  knob  named  I 

Reservoir  Hill  and  lowlands  adjacent  to  it.  The  POL  Area  consists  of  three  subareas.  The  first 

consists  of  the  low  relief  area  that  lies  along  the  northeast  flank  of  Reservoir  Hill  and  that  has 

been  the  site  of  a  former  tank  farm  and  extensive  excavation  and  fill  activities.  This  area  slopes 

gently  to  the  northeast  and  is  bounded  by  a  drainage  ditch,  which  runs  along  the  north  boundary 

of  the  POL  Area,  just  south  of  West  Boundary  Road.  North  of  the  road,  the  ground  slopes 

gently  down  to  the  level  of  the  airfield  BRAC  property.  The  area  is  partially  covered  with 

natural  grasses.  The  second  subarea  lies  west  of  Reservoir  Hill,  and  consists  of  a  broad,  low- 
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relief  area  that  was  formerly  partially  paved  with  asphalt  and  is  currently  partially  covered  with 

natural  grasses.  The  ground  surface  in  this  area  also  slopes  gently  northward.  The  third  subarea 

consists  of  the  northwestern  comer  of  Reservoir  Hill,  which  is  SO  feet  higher  than  the  other  I 

subareas  and  was  formerly  the  site  of  a  large  aboveground  storage  tank.  The  area  is  sparsely 

vegetated  with  natural  grasses. 

The  Hospital  Hill  BRAC  property  is  located  on  the  northeast  side  of  a  small  hill  in  the  upland 

portion  of  the  installation.  Hevations  range  from  approximately  2S  feet  at  the  base  of  the  hill  ^ 

along  Escolta  Avenue  to  approximately  75  feet  at  the  southwest  comer  of  the  property.  The 

property  has  been  develop^  with  roads,  parking  areas,  maintained  grass  areas,  stands  of  palm 

trees,  and  other  vegetation. 

Parcel  A2  is  located  in  the  low-relief  area  between  the  airfield  BRAC  property  and  Hospital  Hill. 

Elevations  in  the  parcel  are  less  than  15  feet  (National  Geodetic  Vertical  E>atum).  Ground  cover  ^ 

in  the  parcel  consists  of  asphalt  and  dirt  parking  area,  concrete  sidewalks,  and  unmaintained 
grass  areas. 

Parcel  A3  is  also  located  in  the  low-relief  area  between  the  airfield  BRAC  property  and  the 

upland  portion  of  the  installation  to  the  west.  Elevations  in  the  parcel  are  also  less  than  15  feet  ^ 

(National  Geodetic  Vertical  Datum).  Ground  cover  in  the  parcel  consists  predominantly  of  an 

asphalt  parking  area  with  a  small  amount  of  maintained  grass  and  landscape  planting  around 

Building  467. 

1.3.2  Surface  Water  I 

Hamilton  Army  Airfield  is  located  within  the  Novato  Creek  watershed,  which  includes  the  tidal 
estuary  east  of  Highway  101  and  the  upland  areas  west  of  the  highway.  North  of  the 
installation,  Novato  Creek  flows  from  west  to  east  into  the  San  Pablo  Bay,  the  major  surface 
water  body  in  the  area.  I 

The  100-year  flood  plain  covers  most  (if  not  all)  of  the  airfield  portion  of  the  BRAC  property, 
as  this  area  in  low-lying  and  adjacent  to  San  Pablo  Bay.  Parcel^  A2  and  A3  are  also  in  the  100- 
year  flood  plain.  Ilie  Hospital  Hill  and  POL  Hill  B]^C  properties  are  above  the  flood  plain. 

Drainage  of  most  of  the  airfield  BRAC  property  is  generally  accomplished  by  sheet  flow  to  a 
system  of  storm  sewers  and  concrete-lined  ditches  that  convey  water  to  three  stormwater 
pumping  stations  located  along  the  east  levee.  The  stations  pump  water  to  an  outfall  ditch 
outside  the  east  levee,  which  drains  into  the  tidal  wetlands  and  then  into  San  Pablo  Bay.  The 
area  outside  the  east  levee  in  the  airfield  portion  of  the  BRAC  property  is  intertidal  and  drains 
naturally. 

The  aircraft  maintenance  area  located  in  the  airfield  BRAC  property  is  drained  by  dedicated 

storm  sewers  that  lead  into  the  southern  drairu^e  ditch.  Drainage  of  the  Hospital  Hill  BRAC 

property  is  via  sheet  flow  to  storm  catch  basins  along  the  hospital  access  road  and  along  Escolta 

Avenue.  Parcels  A2  and  A3  are  drained  via  sheet  flow  to  storm  sewers  along  Escolta  Avenue,  * 

Hangar  Avenue,  and  6th,  7th,  8th,  and  9th  Stre^.  The  stormwater  from  these  three  properties 
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is  then  directed  northward  through  a  series  of  storm  sewers  along  Hangar  Avenue,  under  the 
airfield  runway  and  into  the  northern  perimeter  drainage  ditch. 

Drainage  of  POL  Area  is  via  sheet  flow  north  and  east  into  storm  sewers  and  drainage  ditches 
which  conduct  water  around  the  northwest  end  of  the  runway  and  into  the  northern  perimeter 
drainage  ditch. 


1.3.3  Geology  and  Soils 

Hamilton  Army  Airfield  lies  within  the  northern  Coast  Range  geomorphic  province  of 
California,  which  consists  of  a  series  of  generally  fault-bounded,  northwest-trending  upland  areas 
sq)arated  by  intermontane  valleys.  The  installation  lies  at  the  eastern  margin  of  Big  Rock 
Ridge,  which  is  largely  underlain  by  bedrock  of  the  Franciscan  Complex,  a  structurally  disrupted 
assemblage  of  Mesozoic  sedimentary,  igneous,  and  metamorphic  oceanic  rocks.  Bed^k 
outcroppings  are  in  the  western  portion  of  Hamilton  Army  Airfield,  and  they  include 
topogrrq^cal  landmarks  known  as  Ammo  Hill  and  Reservoir  Hill. 

The  airfield  BRAC  property  lies  on  former  wetlands  bordering  San  Pablo  Bay.  The  bay 
occupies  a  valley  between  uplands  with  sediments  deposited  in  alluvial,  fluvial,  and  shallow- 
marine  environments.  The  airfield  is  largely  underlain  by  poorly-consolidated  strata  of  these 
sedimentary  units.  The  principal  sediment  type  is  a  dailc,  organic-rich,  highly  plastic,  silty  clay 
unit  that  was  dqmsited  in  intertidal  and  shallow  subtidal  depositional  environments.  This  unit 
is  locally  referred  to  as  Quaternary  Bay  Mud.  The  Bay  Mud  has  been  found  to  extend  as  deep 
as  90  fert  on  the  airfield  BRAC  property. 

Surface  soils  in  the  developed  areas  of  the  airfield  consist  of  artificial  fill.  The  material  is  highly 
heterogenous,  consisting  of  sand,  gravel,  and  cobble  sized  pieces;  it  has  been  used  for  levee 
construction,  landHll  cap  material,  and  roadway/taxiway  base. 

The  geology  of  the  POL  Area  BRAC  property  consists  of  at  least  two  distinct  lithologic  units 
and  two  fill  units.  In  the  northern  portion  of  the  property  an  older  fill  unit  of  pebbly  sandy  clay 
is  underlain  by  a  rock  unit  composed  of  Tertiary  period  yellow  to  buff  colored  siltstone  and 
shale  which  is  prevalent  throughout  the  POL  Area.  Underlying  the  siltstone  and  shale  unit  is 
a  rock  unit  of  gray,  fractured  and  jointed,  well-cemented  sandstone  of  the  Mesozoic  Franciscan 
Complex.  The  fourth  geologic  unit  in  the  POL  Area  is  unconsolidated  clayey  sandy  gravel  fill, 
which  has  replaced  the  upper  layer  frll  unit  and  shallow  portions  of  the  underlying  yellow-and- 
buff  clastic  unit  in  areas  where  recent  excavation  and  backfilling  has  occurred. 

The  Ho^ital  Hill  BRAC  property  lies  in  the  upland  section  of  the  installation,  west  of  the 
airfield.  Geology  in  this  portion  of  the  site  is  characterized  by  bedrock  overlain  by  soils 
consisting  of  yellowish-brown  clayey  loam  to  brown  gravelly  loam.  Lower  slope  areas  such  as 
Parcels  A2  and  A3  have  soils  with  a  more  variable  consistency,  including  loams,  rock,  cement, 
and  Bay  Mud. 
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1.3.4  Hydrogeology 


This  section  summarizes  the  hydrogeology  of  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  and  is  based  on  data 
presented  in  the  Final  Environmental  Investigation  Report,  1993  and  the  Final  R^rt,  Hamilton 
Air  Force  Base  Storage  Tank  Removal  Project,  1987. 

Airfield  BRAC  Property:  The  depth  to  groundwater  varies  at  the  airfield  BRAC  property  from 
near  zero  to  8  feet  below  grade.  The  Bay  Mud  in  the  area  is  relatively  impermeable  and  is  not 
favorable  for  a  productive  aquifer,  and  the  groundwater  is  blackish  due  to  the  influence  of  the 
nearby  bay.  Groundwater  in  the  vicinity  of  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  is  not  used  as  drinking 
water. 

The  hydrogeology  across  the  airfield  BRAC  property  consists  of  one  to  three  hydrogeologic 
units.  The  dominant  unit  is  the  underlying  layer  of  natural  earth  materials  consisting  entirely 
of  moist,  essentially  homogeneous  silty  clay  (Quaternary  Bay  Mud).  The  water  table  typically 
lies  within  the  Bay  Mud  throughout  the  airfield  BRAC  property.  The  Bay  Mud  is  best  classified 
as  an  unconfmed  aquitard  due  to  the  low  permeability  of  the  materials  and  the  absence  of  any 
confining  layer. 

In  develqied  areas  such  as  the  runway,  taxiways,  aircraft  maintenance  area,  and  aircraft 
revetments,  the  Bay  Mud  is  overlain  by  1  to  3  feet  of  course  fill  covered  by  a  third 
hydrogeologic  unit  consisting  of  concrete  or  asphalt  paving,  which  forms  relatively  impermeable 
caps.  These  caps  are  traversed  by  Joints,  which  form  open  conduits  to  underlying  materials. 
The  thin  layer  of  fill  between  the  cap  and  low  permeability  Bay  Mu.  :brms  a  minor  leaking 
perched  aquifer  immediately  after  rainstorms. 

Along  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  levee  system,  two  hydrogeologic  units  exist;  the  Bay  Mud  unit 
is  overlain  by  levee  soils  consisting  of  clay,  clayey  s^  and  some  gravel.  In  the  intertidal  area, 
east  of  the  levee  and  in  undeveloped  areas  inside  the  levee  system.  Bay  Mud  is  the  only 
hydrogeologic  unit  present. 

Groundwater  in  the  revetment  and  bum  pit  area  ranged  from  9.52  fe^  below  mean  sea  level  to 
13  feet  below  mean  sea  level  (National  Geodetic  Vertical  Datum).  The  water  table  in  the  region 
is  essentially  flat,  although  the  area  was  observed  to  di^lay  periodic  fluctuations  in  response  to 
rainfall  and  very  slight,  transient  hydraulic  gradients. 

In  the  aircraft  maintenance  area,  the  groundwater  ranged  from  approximately  7.5  feet  below 
mean  sea  level  near  Building  86  to  9.0  feet  below  mean  sea  level  near  Building  87.  However, 
the  thin  layer  of  fill  in  the  area  may  form  a  minor  perched  aquifer  during  heavy  rain  and  the 
water  table  may  rise  into  this  layer.  The  hydraulic  conductivity  of  the  Bay  Mud  in  the  area  is 
low  (l.Ox  10'^  ±  8.5  X  Id"’  feet/second),  but  is  higher  than  that  in  the  revetment  area  (9.4 x  10^*° 
feet/second)  due  to  the  presence  of  higher  permeability  sand  pockets  inter^rsed  within  the  Bay 
Mud.  Due  to  the  resultant  0.0025  fe^  hydraulic  gradient  that  exists  in  the  area,  groundwater 
flow  in  the  region  aj^jears  to  occur  in  a  southerly  direct  toward  the  southern  perimeter  drainage 
ditch. 
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The  geometry  of  the  water  table  along  the  east  levee  is  controlled  by  the  location  of  the  tidal 
wetlands  and  the  stormwater  drainage  ditch.  The  tidal  wetlands  and  channel  complex  are  at  a 
higher  elevation  than  the  airfield  inside  the  levee  and  are  perennially  saturated,  even  at  low  tide. 
The  groundwater  elevation  in  the  airfield  inside  the  levee  and  drainage  ditch  was  recorded  at  4.4 
feet  below  mean  sea  level.  As  a  result,  a  relatively  steep  hydraulic  gradient  exists  toward  the 
airfield  in  the  east  levee  area. 

Outside  the  east  levee,  the  tidal  wetlands  are  commonly  inundated  at  high  tide.  Water  levels  in 
monitoring  wells  in  the  area  remain  relatively  static  at  an  average  1  to  2  feet  below  ground 
surface,  and  no  perceptible  time-averaged  hydraulic  gradient  exists  across  the  area.  However, 
semi-diurnal  hydraulic  gradients  exist  due  to  tidal  influence,  particularly  near  channels.  Surface 
flow  provides  the  primary  mode  of  water  movement  in  this  area. 

In  the  regions  along  the  north  levee,  groundwater  may  be  influenced  by  the  Ignacio  Reservoir 
in  a  similar  manner  to  the  east  levee.  A  hydraulic  gradient  toward  the  airfield  p  ter 
drainage  ditch  may  occur  due  to  divergent  groundwater  levels  on  each  side  of  the  lev< 

POL  Area  BRAC  Property:  Four  relatively  distinct  hydrogeologic  units  exist  at  the  POL  area: 
a  younger,  relatively  unconsolidated,  fill  unit,  which  was  encountered  at  shallow  dq>th;  an  older 
fill  unit,  which  was  encountered  at  shallow  dq>th;  a  yellow-and-buff,  thinly  bedded  clastic  unit 
of  variegated  lithology;  and  a  gray,  highly  indurated,  fractured  Franciscan  sandstone  unit 
encountered  in  virtually  the  entire  dq)th.  The  upper  ^  unit  forms  a  basin  bounded  by  the 
yellow  sandy  siltstone  described  above.  Hydraulic  well  testing  in  the  area  provided  estimates 
of  hydraulic  conductivity  that  are  generally  low,  yet  on  average  more  than  an  order  of  magnitude 
higher  than  the  wells  in  Bay  Mud:  at  the  bum  pit,  embankment  area,  pump  station  area,  and 
east  levee  landfill.  The  lateral  hydraulic  gradients  in  the  area  correspond  to  the  topography. 
The  water  surface  appears  to  be  an  unconflned  water  table  beneath  the  hill  and  semiconfm^  in 
the  flat  areas  that  flank  the  hill. 

Hospital  Hill  and  Parcels  A2  and  A3:  The  hydrogeology  of  the  Hospital  Hill  and  Parcels  A2 
and  A3  BRAC  properties  has  not  been  investigated  as  thoroughly  as  Ae  airfield  portion  of  the 
BRAC  property.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  groundwater  geometry  in  this  area  would  follow  the 
surface  topography  and  flow  downhill  toward  tire  east  and  northeast.  The  groundwater  table  in 
a  groundwater  monitoring  well  (located  near  Building  442  on  Parcel  A2)  was  observed  to  be  S 
feet  below  ground  surface. 
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2.0  Scope  of  Investigation 


The  scqpe  of  this  CERFA  investigation  followed  the  protocol  established  in  Public  Law  102-426 
supplemented  by  Department  of  Defense  Policy  on  the  Implementation  of  CERFA  dated  May 
19,  1993.  This  section  describes  the  sources  that  were  us^  during  the  CERFA  investigation 
conducted  for  Hamilton  Army  Airfield.  Relevant  information  available  from  previous  ^ 

environmental  studies  are  presented.  Findings  from  Federal,  State,  and  local  government 
regulatory  records,  installation  documents,  aerial  photographs,  and  personnel  interviews  are 
addressed.  The  visual  inspection  methods  used  during  the  site  survey  are  identified. 

2.1  Existing  Documents  I 

Existing  investigation  documents  and  aerial  photognqrhs  were  reviewed  to  evaluate  pertinent 
information  that  could  be  used  as  part  of  the  CERFA  Report.  These  documents  are  summarized 
below  and  listed  in  Appendix  A,  "Reference  List  for  Hamilton  Army  Airfield.  ”  Primary  source 
documents  containing  CERFA  criteria  information  include  the  Enhanced  PA  and  the  I 

Environmental  Investigation,  which  are  summarized  in  Table  2-1. 

2.1.1  Asbestos  Survey  Report,  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  (October  1989) 

An  asbestos  survey  was  conducted  in  1989  to  locate,  identify,  and  recommend  appropriate  I 

abatement  action  for  asbestos-containing  materials  at  Hamilton  Army  Airfield.  Thirty  buildings 
were  surveyed,  22  of  which  are  located  in  the  BRAC  property;  all  were  found  to  contain 
asbestos.  Buildings  20,  40,  and  516,  which  are  in  BRAC  pn^rty,  were  not  surveyed. 

2.1.2  Enhanced  Preliminary  Assessment  Report,  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  (January  1990)  ^ 

In  September  1989,  the  USAEC  (formerly  USATHAMA)  conducted  an  Enhanced  PA  to  assess 
the  environmental  quality  of  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  and  to  determine  whether  environmental 
concerns  are  present  that  might  impede  transfer  or  release  of  Federally-owned  pix^rty. 

Information  contained  in  the  Enhanced  PA  was  obtained  through  visual  inspection  of  the  facility;  ^ 

review  of  available  information  from  current  property  owners  (the  U.S.  Amy)  and  the  U.S.  Air 

Force;  review  of  related  regulatory  agency  files  at  the  local.  State,  and  Federal  levels;  interviews 

with  available  current  and  former  perscmnel  associated  with  the  facility  and  a  review  of  existing 

environmental  documents.  Principal  among  these  environmental  documents  was  a  Confirmation 

Study  for  Hazardous  Waste  (198*^.  The  assessment  identified  the  following  12  environmentally  ^ 

signiRcant  operations  or  areas  requiring  environmental  evaluation: 

it  Aboveground  storage  tanks  at  Building  26,  the  POL  Area,  and  the  stormwater 
pump  stations 

*  Aircraft  maintenance/storage  areas  I 

*  Asbestos-containing  materials  in  buildings 

*  Bombing  range  (verbal  rqwrts  only) 
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Table  2-1 

Summary  of  Enhanced  Preliminary  Assessment  and  Environmental 
Investigation/Risk  Assessment/Alternatives  Assessment  Report^  Hamilton 

Army  Airfield,  California 


CERFA  Label 

Enhanced  Prdiniinary  Assessment, 

January  1990 

EnvironmentaJ  Investigntion 

July  1993 

Asbestos 

Asbestos  survey  dated  June  1989,  conducted  by 
OCCUSAFE,  Inc.  recommended  remediation  efforts 
and  Operations  and  Maintenance  Program.  Enhanced 
PA  recommended  that  installation  proceed  with 
recommendations  of  survey. 

Not  within  scope  of  investigation. 

Lea<M>ased  paint 

Not  within  scope  of  investigation. 

Not  within  scope  of  investigation. 

PCBs 

Transformers  visually  inspected.  No  evidence  of 
leaking  observed.  Enhanced  PA  recommended  that 
transformers  be  tested,  labeled,  etc.  in  accmdance  with 
TSCA  regulations. 

Fi%-four  transformers  and  six  oil  filled  switches 
sampled.  Eight  transfonnms  found  to  contain  PCBs 
above  50  parts  per  million  (Buildings  IS,  40,  86,  442, 
SIS  and  between  443  and  445).  Thirteen  transformers 
found  to  contain  PCB’s  less  than  or  equal  to  SO  parts 
per  million  and  greater  than  or  equal  to  5  parts  pr 
million.  Leaking  transformers  noted  at  Buildings  t. 
and  SIS. 

Radon 

Not  within  the  scope  of  the  investigation. 

Radon  surv^  plan  recommended  in  Environmental 
Investigation  Technical  Plan.  Sampling  elimiiiited 
from  Environmmtal  Investigation  scope  of  work 
because  adjacent  Navy  housing  test  data  indicated 
radon  below  USEPA  recommended  action  levels  and 
because  USGS  represeiuatives  indicated  that  radon  was 
not  present  due  to  site  geology. 

Unexploded  ordnance 

Verbal  report  identified  the  location  of  the  bombing 
areas.  No  written  documentation  could  be  fiwnd. 
Enhanced  PA  recommended  fiirther  record  reviews  to 
determine  if  ranges  were  presem. 

Interviews  and  records  searches  were  conducted  during 
Environmental  Investigation  Technical  Plan 
preparation.  No  evidence  of  alleged  bombing  range 
was  found.  Technical  Plan  therefore  identified  the  site 
ss  no  fiirther  action.  Site  dierefore  not  investigated  in 
the  Environmental  Investigation. 

Rsdioauclkles 

Reemds  regarding  former  low-level  radiological  waste 
disposal  site  were  reviewed.  Records  indicated  former 
presMce  of  two  metal  culvert  containing  low-level 
radioactive  wastes  buried  of  die  nmdiwestem  end  of 
the  property.  The  cylinders  were  recovered  and 
removed  as  part  of  a  Corps  of  Engineers  contract  in 
1988.  Enhanced  PA  recommended  no  further 
investigation  of  this  area  be  made  since  cylinder  have 
been  removed  fiom  proper^.  No  other  radionuclides 
issues  iderUified. 

Removal  and  proper  disposal  of  low-level  radiological 
waste  culverts  confirmed  during  preparation  of 
Environmental  Investigation  Technical  Plan.  Technical 
Plan  concurred  with  Enhanced  PA  recommendation  of 
no  fiirther  action.  Site  not  investigated  in  the 
Environmental  Investigation. 

MMtrnu-i 
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Table  2-1 

Summary  of  Enhanced  preliminary  Assessment  and  Environmental 
Investigation/Risk  Assessment/Aliernatives  Assessaient  Report,  Hamilton 
_ Army  Airfield,  California _ 

Continued 


CEKFA  Ubd 

Petroleuiii  rdease/ 
diaposal 


Petroleum  storage 


Hazardous  Substance 
release/diaposai 


Hazardous  Substance 
storage 


PCB 

USEPA 

CERFA 

VOC 

SVOC 

POL 

UST 

ACT 

uses 

TSCA 


Known  and  suspected  releases  identified  in  relation  to 
USTs,  AGTs,  POL  product  and  waste  storage  areas 
and  maintenance  areas,  atom  drains,  and  sewage 
treatment  plant  ahidge  beds.  Known  and  suspected 
release  locations  included  the  POL  Area,  aircraft 
maintenance  area,  bum  pit,  JP-4  lines,  revetment  area. 
East  Levee  Landfill,  former  sewage  treatment  plant  and 
the  stormwater  pumping  stations.  Enhanced  PA 
recommended  aoil  sampling,  -*«»*-»  sampling,  and 
groundwater  sampling  at  various  locations. 

Twen^-one  former  USTs  which  had  been  excavated 
and  removed  were  identified.  For  additiona]  suspected 
UST  sites  were  noted.  Eleven  AGTs  were  observed  at 
the  installation.  An  additional  S40,000-gaUon  AGT  at 
the  POL  Area  was  noted  as  removed.  Petroleum 
product  and  waste  storage  also  noted  st  the  POL  Area 
(Buildings  736,  737,  and  738),  Buikhaga  86,  87  and  94 
storage  areas.  Enhanced  PA  recommended  soil  borings, 
groundwater  well  installation  and  sampiiiig  at  the  POL 
Area  and  geophysical  aurv^a  and  leak  teatiiig  for 
existing  USTs. 

Suspected  releases  identified  at  the  aircraft  maintenance 
area,  former  sewage  treatment  plant.  Bast  Levee 
Landfill  and  bum  pit.  Recommended  soil  sampling, 
sediment  sampliiig,  and  groundwater  sampliiig. 


Enviranmcntol  Invoticrtion/lUsk  Assessment, 
Deeember  1993 

Investigalions  included  the  driiling  of  30  boreholes, 
installation  of  28  monitoring  wells,  and  excavation  of 
II  lest  pits  in  the  first  phase  of  the  environmental 
investigation  and  the  installation  of  7  additional  wells, 
drilling  of  42  shallow  soil  borings,  surfiuse  and 
sediment  sampling,  and  soil  gas  surveys  in  the  second 
phase.  Total  petroleum  hydrocarbons  were  detected  in 
POL  Area  and  Bum  Pit  soil  and  groundwater; 
revetment  area,  stormwater  pump  station,  east  levee 
landfill,  aircraft  maintenance  area,  and  JP-4  line  soils. 

Geophysical  surveys  and  leak  testing  of  USTs  not 
conducted.  Soil  and  groundwater  sampling  conducted 
in  UST,  AGT,  and  other  POL  Storage  areas  (see 
petroleum  release/disposal). 


Hazardous  substance  atorsge  areas  including  the 
aircraft  maintenance  area  were  noted.  Soil,  sediment, 
and  groundwater  sampling  were  recommended. 

Polychlorinated  Biphenyl 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

Community  Environmental  Response  Facilitatkm  Act 

Volatile  Organic  Compound 

Semivolalile  organic  compound 

Petroleum,  oil,  and  lubricant 

Undmground  Storage  Tank 

Aboveground  Storage  Tank 

U.S.  Geologic  Survey 

Toxic  Substances  Contnd  Act 


Investigations  included  soil  borings  and  sampling, 
monitoring  well  installation  and  groundwater  sangding, 
test  pit  soil  sampliiig,  and  sedimeat  sangiling  (see 
petroleum  release/disposal).  Contanunaitts  detected 
included  VOCs,  SVOCs,  lead  and  other  metals.  Areas 
where  hazardous  substances  were  detected  included  the 
POL  Area,  bum  pit,  revetment  area,  former  sewage 
treatment  plant.  East  Levee  Landfill,  and  aircraft 
maintenance  area  (soil,  groundwater  and  sedimem)  and 
Aid  fine  and  Building  442  site  (soils). 

Soil,  sediiiient,  and  groundwato',  sampling  were 
conducted  in  the  aircraft  maintenance  area. 
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*  Bum  pit 

*  Bast  levee  landfill 

*  Fonner  sewage  treatment  fscility 

*  JP-4  Fuel  Lines 

*  PCBs  in  tnmsfonner  oil 

*  Radiological  diq[)Osal  site 

*  Revetmmit  area 

*  Undeiground  storage  tanks  (in-place  and  removed)  at  Building  26,  the  POL  Area, 
Building  492,  and  the  stormwater  pump  stations. 

The  Enhanced  PA  identified  11  of  the  12  mivironmentally  significant  operations  as  areas 
requiring  environmental  evaluation.  No  further  investigation  was  recommmided  for  the  former 
radiological  disposal  she  (documentation  reviewed  for  the  Enhanced  PA  iiKlicated  that  the  site 
had  been  properly  remediated,  i.e.,  the  cylinders  had  been  removed  and  properly  di^sed 
offsite). 

Concerns  and  recommended  further  actions  presented  for  each  of  the  environmentally  significant 
operations  idoitified  in  the  Enhanced  PA  are  summarized  in  Table  2-1  relative  to  CERFA  areas 
of  invesdgatioo  cat^ories. 

2.1.3  Installation  Assessnunt,  Army  Base  Closure  Program  (AprU  1990) 

An  imagery  analysis  of  aerial  photogrqihy  of  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  was  completed  by  USEPA 
Environmental  Photogrtqihic  Interpretation  Crater  in  April  1990  in  support  of  USATC’s  Base 
Closure  Enviromnratal  Restoration  Program.  Aerial  photography  of  tte  study  area,  taken  m 
1952,  1968,  1972,  and  1987  were  analyzed.  Potential  sources  of  contamiiuhion  noted  during 
the  analysis  included  fill  areas  with  ddnis,  staining,  tanks,  containers,  and  outfalls  into  San 
Pabk)  Bay. 

2.1.4  Final  Environmental  btvest^ation  TedktueeA  Plan  (November  1990) 

A  Final  Technical  Plan,  prepared  in  November  1990  for  USAEC  (formerly  USATHAMA), 
presented  the  rationale,  qiproach,  and  timetable  for  an  ravironmratal  investigation  and 
alternative  analysis  at  the  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  BRAC  property.  This  plan  complied  with 
USEPA  Remedial  Investigation/Feasibility  Study  Draft  Guidance  Manual  (USEPA,  1989a) 
requitraoents.  The  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  is  not  on  the  National  Priority  List.  Although  the 
approach  presented  in  the  Environmental  Invesdgatitm/ Alternative  Analysis  Technical  Plan 
followed  that  of  a  National  Priority  Site  Remedial  Investigation/Feasibility  Study,  the  term 
Environmental  Invesdgatkm/Aheniative  Analysis  was  introduced  to  distinguish  Hamilton  Army 
Aiifidd  as  a  non-National  Priority  List  installatkm. 

The  Enhanced  PA  provided  the  basis  for  the  Technical  Ran.  Each  of  the  12  environmentally 
significant  operations  cited  in  the  Enhanced  PA  was  addressed.  The  plan  provided  a  ratkmale 
for  dthra  investigating  or  not  investigating  the  environmentally  sig^cant  operations.  The 
recommendation  that  no  further  investigation  be  made  for  the  formra  radiolog^  diq)osal  site 
presented  in  die  Enhanced  PA  was  concurred  upon  in  the  Technical  Plan  based  on  confirmation 
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that  the  radiological  cylinders  had  been  removed.  The  recommendation  for  further  action 
(document  review)  for  the  bombing  range  suggested  in  the  &ihanced  PA  was  completed  as  the 
Technical  Plan  was  being  prepared.  Records  were  reviewed  and  interviews  were  conducted  with  I 

former  employees.  The  presence  of  a  bombing  range  at  the  installation  was  not  substantiated. 

The  alleged  range  was  therefore  eliminated  from  consideration  in  the  Technical  Plan.  The 
recommendation  in  the  Enhanced  PA  for  implementation  of  asbestos  abatement  at  the  site  was 
not  carried  forward  in  the  Technical  Plan  because  it  was  an  operations  and  maintenance  remedial 
action,  outside  the  scope  of  an  Environmental  Investigation/ Alternative  Analysis.  I 

Two  environmentally  significant  operations  not  considered  in  the  Enhanced  PA  were  introduced 

in  the  Technical  Plan.  First,  the  Technical  Plan  presented  the  methodology  for  completion  of 

radon  screening  program  in  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  buildings.  Second,  a  former  PCB  drum 

disposal  site  was  identified  in  the  Technical  Plan.  However,  the  Final  Technical  Plan  advised  I 

that  no  further  action  was  required  at  the  site;  documentation  indicated  that  the  drum  had  been 

removed  and  samples  confirmed  that  the  disposal  site  was  uncontaminated  by  PCBs. 

2.1.5  Envinnmental  Assessment  for  Closure  and  Realignment  (September  1991) 

The  purpose  of  the  Environmental  Assessment  was  to  assess  the  environmental  and  economic  ^ 

impacts  of  installation  closure.  A  number  of  generalized  reuse  alternatives  for  Hamilton  Army 
Airfield  were  considered  in  the  assessment.  The  report  included  pertinent  information  regarding 
asbestos,  pesticide  storage  and  use,  PCB  transformers,  radioactive  materials,  underground 
storage  tanks,  and  waste  disposal.  The  Environmental  Assessment  considered  the  BRAC 
property  and  adjacent  pix^rties,  which  were  part  of  the  BRAC  property  at  the  time  and  have  ^ 

since  been  proposed  for  transfer. 

2.1. 6  Statement  of  Findings,  Preliminary  Assessment  Screening  for  Parcels  A2,  A3,  AS,  and 
A6  (AprU  1993) 

I 

Parcels  A2  and  A3  are  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  BRAC  properties  not  contiguous  with  the 

airfield  BRAC  property.  Parcels  AS  and  A6  are  part  of  the  airfield  BRAC  property  located  near 

the  airfield  maintenance  area.  The  Army  was  mandated  in  the  1992  D^aitment  of  Defense 

Appropriation  Act  to  transfer  these  parcels  to  the  New  Hamilton  Partners.  The  purpose  of  the 

document  was  to  provide  the  necessary  prc^rty  documentation  (as  required  by  the  National  I 

Environmental  Policy  Act)  for  the  mandated  prc^rty  transfer.  The  Preliminary  Assessment 

Screening  addressed  environmentally  significant  operations  that  could  have  occurred  on  the 

parcels,  including  the  management  of  underground  storage  tanks,  transformers,  asbestos,  radon, 

lead  contamination,  unexploded  ordnance,  pesticide/herbicide  management,  fuel  spills,  and 

hazardous  materials  management.  I 

The  PAs  concluded  that  there  was  little  or  no  potential  risk  from  radon,  PCB  filled  transformers, 
lead  contamination,  unexploded  ordnance,  underground  and  aboveground  storage  tanks,  fuel 
spills,  asbestos-containing  material,  or  pesticide/herbicides  in  the  subject  parcels.  The  PAs 
indicated  no  records  of  the  storage,  or  di^sal  of  reportable  quantities  of  CERCLA-regulated  I 

hazardous  substances  at  any  of  the  parcels. 
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The  PAs  indicated  that  groundwater  sampling  has  been  conducted  in  association  with  an 
aboveground  storage  tank  release  at  Building  442  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engiiwers,  and 
that  the  groundwater  underlying  Parcel  A2  was  not  contaminated  with  fuel  residuals.  The  PA 
indicated  that  hazardous  substances  (vinyl  chloride  and  cis-l,2-dichloroethene  and  methyl  ethyl 
ketone)  associated  with  a  washrack  wastewater  inlet  at  Parcel  A5  were  released,  and  that  the  site 
required  environmental  evaluation.  The  PA  indicated  that  the  remedial  action  (steam  cleaning 
of  the  inlet)  to  be  completed  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  was  expected  to  be  effective 
in  remediating  the  site,  thereby  rendering  it  suitable  for  transfer.  The  site  was  remediated  by 
the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  in  the  summer  of  1993  and  subsequent  sampling  conducted 
in  March  1993  reportedly  indicates  the  site  is  clean.  Potential  contamination  from  the  adjacent 
Aircraft  Maintenance  area  were  identified  at  Parcel  A6;  however,  the  overall  risks  were 
identified  as  lew  and  the  parcel  was  considered  suitable  for  transfer  in  the  PA. 

2.1.7  Final  Environmental  Investigation  Report  (July  1993) 

The  results  of  environmental  investigations  conducted  at  the  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  BRAC 
property  and  a  related  baseline  risk  assessment  were  presented  in  a  Final  Environmental 
Investigation  Report  (equivalent  to  a  CERCLA  Remedial  Investigation  document).  The 
environmental  investigation  focused  on  areas  requiring  environmental  evaluations  identified  in 
the  Enhanced  PA,  excluding  asbestos,  the  former  radiological  disposal  site,  and  the  alleged 
bombing  range.  (These  sites  were  eliminated  from  investigation  due  to  information  presented 
in  the  Technical  Plan.)  The  goal  of  the  Environmental  Investigation  was  to  characterize  the 
contamination  that  may  have  resulted  from  these  areas  requiring  environmental  evaluations. 
Areas  investigated  in  the  Environmental  Investigation  included  the  POL  Area  BRAC  property; 
a  number  of  locations  on  the  airfield  BRAC  property  including  the  bum  pit,  revetment  area, 
pump  station  area;  former  sewage  treatment  plant,  east  levee  landfill,  aircraft  maintenance  area, 
and  fuel  lines;  an  aboveground  storage  tank  site  at  Building  442  on  Parcel  A2;  and  transformers 
and  oil  containing  items  throughout  BRAC  property. 

Through  an  integrated  sampling  and  analysis  program,  the  Environmental  Investigation  identified 
the  nature,  extent,  and  potential  pathways  of  contamination  associated  with  each  area  of  study. 
This  report  provides  the  most  recent  information  on  characterization  of  soil  and  groundwater 
contamination. 

2.1.8  Draft  Alternatives  Assessment  Report  (January  1993) 

A  Draft  Alternative  Assessment  Report  (equivalent  to  a  CERCLA  Feasibility  Study  document) 
identified  remediation  alternatives  necessary  to  achieve  cleanup  levels  established  by  regulatory 
agencies.  The  report  focuses  on  rem^iation  of  the  10  areas  investigated  during  the 
Environmental  Investigation.  Remediation  alternatives  investigated  for  the  various  sites  included 
in-situ  bioventing,  in-situ  bioremediation  excavation  and  biological  treatment,  or  thermal 
desorption  for  soils,  carbon  adsorption  and  biological  treatment  for  groundwater  and 
excavation/soil  washing  and  excavation/chemical  oxidation  of  sediments. 
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2.2  FEMatAL,  State,  and  Local  Government  Regulatory  Records 

Information  re^uxling  permit  and  compliance  status,  enforcement  actions,  and  the  hazardous  I 

waste  generator  status  of  the  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  BRAC  prqTerty  was  obtained  through  on¬ 
site  and  telephone  interviews;  an  electronic  data  base  search;  and  record  reviews  at  various 
Federal,  State,  and  local  regulatory  agencies. 

Record  reviews  and  interviews  were  conducted  at  the  California  Dq)attment  of  Toxic  Substance  I 

Control,  the  California  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board,  and  the  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  Region  DC.  The  city  of  Novato  Sanitary  District,  the  Marin  County  Fire 
Marshalls  Office,  and  the  Northern  California  Air  Quality  Control  Region  were  contacted  by 
phone  to  obtain  relevant  information  and  documentation.  Federal  and  Army  records  made 
available  by  USAEC  and  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  were  also  reviewed.  I 

An  electronic  data  base  search  of  Federal  and  State  records  resulted  in  a  Federal/State  Data 
Report  and  Map  containing  information  from  the  following  data  bases: 

★  National  Priority  List 

★  Comprehensive  Environmental  Response  Compensation ,  and  Liability  Information 
System 

★  Toxic  Release  Inventory 

★  Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Information  System  Treatment  and  Storage 
Facility 

★  Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Information  System  Large  Quantity  ^ 

Generators 

★  Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Information  System  Small  Quantity 

Generators 

★  Civil  Enforcement  Docket 

■*r  Emergency  Response  Notifications  System  ^ 

★  Facility  Index  System 

★  Nuclear  Facilities 

★  Undeiground  Storage  Tanks 

★  Leaking  Underground  Storage  Tanks 

•k  State  Calsites  Rqxirt  I 

★  Solid  Waste  Information  System 

★  Hazardous  Waste  Information  System 

★  State  Waste  Discharger  System 

★  State  Title  DI 

★  State  Cortese  List,  and  I 

★  State  Solid  Waste  Activity  Tracking  System. 

The  search  encompassed  the  properties  within  a  2.S-mile  radius  from  the  center  of  the 
installation.  A  cq)y  of  the  data  base  search  results  is  included  in  ^ipendix  B.  A  summary  of 
relevant  regulatory  information  obtained  during  the  record  review  process  is  presented  below.  i 
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2.2.1  Permits  and  Permit  Applications 

The  permit  status  of  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  is  summarized  below  from  information  obtained  ^ 

through  prior  environmental  document  reviews,  Federal  and  State  record  searches,  installation 
record  searctes,  and  interviews  with  installation  personnel. 

Hamilton  Army  Airfield  records  indicate  that  the  installation  does  not  have  any  current  permits 
from  regulatory  agencies  to  conduct  installation  operations.  The  installation  does  not  currently 
store  waste  regulated  under  Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act  (RCRA)  in  sufficient  ^ 

quantities  and  for  sufficient  duration  to  require  a  hazardous  waste  storage  permit.  Hamilton 
Army  Airfield  has  its  own  EPA  ID  Numter  (USEPA  ID  No.  CA3570024288).  However, 
because  airfield  is  a  subinstallation  of  the  Presidio  of  San  Francisco  (USEPA  ID  No. 
CA721(X)20791),  hazardous  waste  generated  at  the  installation  (including  hazardous  waste 
manifesting,  aiuiual,  and  biarmual  reporting)  is  reportedly  handled  through  the  Presidio  which  ^ 

is  classified  as  a  small-quantity  generator  of  hazardous  waste. 

Currently  there  are  no  activities  conducted  on  BRAC  property  that  require  an  air  permit.  There 
is  no  record  of  any  past  application  or  issuance  for  an  air  permit  for  any  air  emission  sources 
at  the  installation  (i.e.,  boilers,  bum  pit,  engine  test  cell).  I 

The  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  was  issued  a  National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System 

permit  (Permit  No.  CAOl  10248)  for  its  sewage  treatment  plant  on  March  20,  1979.  The  permit 

was  rescinded  in  1987  after  the  sewage  treatment  plant  ceased  operations.  The  airfield  put  in 

a  request  for  a  second  permit  for  the  stormwater  pump  station  outfalls  and  is  waiting  for  a  I 

response. 

2.2.2  Infection  Reports  and  Enforcement  Actions 

There  were  few  documented  inspections  by  regulatory  agencies  related  to  BRAC  property.  Two  I 

inspections  were  documented  in  USEPA  records.  These  consisted  of  a  Hazardous  Waste  Site 
Inspection  and  a  CERCLA  site  inspection,  both  of  which  occurred  on  May  19,  1987.  There 
were  no  Notices  of  Violation  or  compliance  orders  on  record  at  the  State  or  Federal  agencies 
for  the  BRAC  property  related  to  haioudous  substance/waste  storage  handling. 

Hamilton  Army  Airfield  received  several  orders  from  the  CaUfomia  Regional  Water  Quality  ^ 

Control  Board  regarding  the  operation  of  its  sewage  treatment  plant.  Order  No.  80-S3  issued 
on  November  4,  1980,  found  that  the  sewage  treatment  plant  provided  insufficient  dilution  of 
waste  before  discharge  to  the  San  Pablo  Bay.  The  order  mandated  that  the  sewage  treatment 
plant  be  improved  to  meet  dilution  ratio,  flow  and  effluent  limitations  specified  in  the  order  or 
to  participate  in  a  subregional  treatment  and  disposal  program  administered  by  the  Novato  ^ 

Sanitary  District.  Cease  and  Desist  Order  No.  80-57,  also  issued  on  November  4,  1987,  found 
that  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  had  not  filed  plans  for  the  sanitary  sewer  connect  into  the  Novato 
Sanitary  District  sewer  system  in  a  timely  manner.  The  order  established  a  compliance  schedule 
for  completion  of  the  tie  in. 
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After  the  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  sanitary  sewer  was  connected  to  the  Novato  Sanitary  District 
system,  an  order  was  issued  April  15,  1987,  to  rescind  the  Cease  and  Desist  Order  No.  80-57. 

2.3  Interviews 

TETC  conducted  site  visits  at  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  on  September  21-23,  1993,  and  March 
17-18,  1994,  to  collect  information  and  interview  individuals  associated  with  the  installation. 
TETC's  team  included  Kurt  Rausch  and  Gail  Carter  for  the  first  site  visit  Kurt  Rausch  and 
David  Peck  and  for  the  second  site  visit. 

Individuals  interviewed  during  the  first  site  visit  included  the  installation  facility  manager, 
representatives  from  the  four  active  military  units  located  on  BRAC  property  (124th  Army 
Reserves,  6th  Army  Flight  Detachment,  Regional  Training  Site  [Intelligence]  and  U.S.  Coast 
Guard  Medical  Clinic)  adjacent  properties  (U.S.  Navy  housing  and  U.S.  Coast  Guard  Pacific 
Strike  Team),  the  Environmental  Investigation  Contractor  (Engineering  Science)  and  the  USAEC 
Project  Officer. 

Several  additional  personnel  were  interviewed  during  the  second  site  visit,  including  the  BRAC 
environmental  coordinator,  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  Sacramento  District  Technical 
Manager,  and  representatives  from  the  California  Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control  and 
California  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board. 

David  Albom  of  TETC  visited  State  and  USEPA  regulatory  agencies  on  September  20-24, 1993, 
•  to  obtain  information  not  available  at  the  installation.  Offsite  interviews  were  also  conducted 

between  September  13-20,  1993,  with  personnel  at  the  Presidio  of  San  Francisco  involved  in 
activities  at  Hamilton  Army  Airfteld  as  well  as  the  Sacramento  District  Corps  of  Engineers 
Project  manager  for  the  airfield.  Telephone  interviews  were  conducted  with  several  other  Army 
and  Air  Force  personnel  and  contractors  involved  in  or  knowledgeable  of  current  or  past 
activities  at  Hamilton  Army  Airfield.  In  particular,  personnel  from  the  Air  Force  Center  for 
Environmental  Excellence  BRAC  and  Environmental  Planning  offices,  Air  Force  Radioisotope 
Committee,  Air  Force  Armstrong  Laboratory  Occupational  and  Environmental  Health 
Directorate,  Air  Force  Low  Level  Radioactive  Waste  Office  and  the  Army  Materiel  Command 
Radioactive  Waste  Disposal  Office  were  contacted  regarding  possible  past  radiological  issues  at 
Hamilton  Army  Airfield. 

A  complete  list  of  the  agencies  visited  or  contacted  and  the  individuals  interviewed  is  provided 
in  Table  2-2. 

2.4  Visual  Inspections 

During  the  site  visits,  visual  inspections  were  conducted  throughout  the  facility  and  at  adjacent 
properties.  The  purpose  was  to  confum  findings  reported  in  previous  studies  and  information 
collected  through  interviews,  as  well  as  to  identiiy  new  areas  of  concern.  The  visual  inspections 
consisted  of  automobile  drive-through  and  walk-through  surveys  of  areas  in  which  substances 
regulated  and  not  regulated  by  CERCLA  may  be  or  have  been  stored,  released,  or  disposed. 
Also  included  was  an  aerial  flyover.  During  the  visual  inspections,  contamination  sources  were 
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Table  2-2 

List  of  Personnel  Interviewed,  Hamilton  Army  Airfield 


Name/Phone 

Reference 

Number 

Location 

Dates  of  Employment 

Job  Position 

Army/Other  Detartment  of  Defense/Army  Contractor  Personnel 


Matthew  Alix 
(916)  557-6668 

Corps  of  Engineers,  Sacramento 

District  Defense  Environmental 
Restoration  Program  Section 

1993-present 

Technical  Manager 

Larry  Brown 
(415)  883-8985 

U.S.  Coast  Guard  Medical/Dental 

Clinic  (Building  511) 

1993-pre8cnt 

X-ray  Technician 

Tom  Capels 
(415)  883-5738 

U.S.  Army  Operational  Support  Airlift 
Command 

1991-present 

Facilities  Supervisor 

Jackie  Cumpton 
(916)  557-6845 

Corps  of  Engineers,  Sacramento 

District 

1992-present 

Reality  Specialist 

Major  Duncan 

U.S.  Army  Regional  Training  Site 
(Intelligence) 

Undetermined 

Executive  Officer 

Robert  Ebert 
(415)  561-6361 

Presidio  of  San  Francisco,  Directorate 
of  Public  Works,  Environmental 

Division 

1991-present 

Enviroiunental  Coordinator 

Sgt.  Forman 

U.S.  Army  Regional  Training  Site 
Ontelligence) 

Undetermined 

Staff  Sergeant 

John  Headlee 
(415)  561-5945 

Presidio  of  San  Francisco,  Directorate 
of  Public  Works,  Environmental 

Division 

1993-present 

Environmental  Engineer 

Lt.  Colonel  Hegland 

U  .S.  Army  Regional  Training  Site 
(Intelligence) 

Undetermined 

Unit  Conunander 

Severn  Johnson 
(415)  883-3734 

Department  of  the  Army.  Facili^ 
Management  Staff 

1993-preseiit 

Facility  Manager 

John  Kegen 
(207)  775-5401 

E.C.  Jordan 

1989-1990 

Environmental  Investigation 
Work  Plan  Contractor 

Frederick  C.  Kintzer 
(510)  769-0100 

Engineering  Science,  Inc. 

1990-present 

Project  Maiuger 

Environmental  Investigation/ 
Alternative  Assessment 
Investigations 

Major  Ron  Light 
(410)  671-1613 

Department  of  Army,  Army 
Environmental  Center 

1992-present 

Army  Environmental  Center 
Installation  Point-of-Contact 

Richard  Mangold 
(415)  561-3198 

Presidio  of  San  Francisco,  Space 
Management 

1993-present 

RealiQr  Specialist 

George  Mattingly 
(415)  883-241 1 

U.S.  Army  Reserve  Aviation  Support 
FaciUty  «7 

1979-prescnt 

Shop  Foreman 

Keith  Montag 
(916)  557-6950 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers, 
Sacramento  District 

1993-present 

Installation  Project  Manager 

Neil  Nelson 
(415)  561-2567 

Presidio  of  San  Francisco,  Building 

222 

1993-present 

Base  Realignment  and 

Closure  Environmental 
Coordinator 

f(»WrBL.>2 

2-10 

1 

Table  2-2 

List  of  Personnel  Interviewed,  Hamilton  Army  Airfield 


Continued 


Reference 

Name/Ptione 

Number 

Locatioa 

Dates  of  Employment 

Job  Position 

Army/Other  Department  of  Defense/ army  Contractor  Personnel  (Continued) 

r 

Randal  S.  Ogtydziak 
(415)  883-3311 

U.S.  Coast  Guard  Pacific  Strike  Team 

1990-present 

Chemical  Officer 

s 

Luzon  Ramos 
(415)561-4617 

Presidio  of  San  Francisco  Public 

Works,  Environmental  Division 

1990-present 

Asbestos  Abatement  Manager 

t 

Ceasar  SiWa 
(210)  536-5255 

Air  Force  Center  for  Environmental 
Excellence,  BRAC  Office  Brooks  Air 
Force  Base 

1992-present 

Environmental  Scientist 

u 

Captain  Stanton 
(415)  561-4814 

Office  of  Staff  Judge  Attorney 

1992-present 

Environmental  Attorney 

V 

Robert  Taylor 
(415)  833-3734 

Department  of  Army,  Facility 
Management  Staff 

1992-1993 

Facility  Manager 

w 

Sgt.  Vasquez 
(415)  883-2331 

U.S.  Army  Operational  Support  Airlift 
Command 

Undetermined 

Shop  Foreman 

X 

Chris  Webb 
(415)  561-3624 

Presidio  of  San  Francisco,  Directorate 
of  Public  Works,  Environmental 

Division 

1992-present 

Hazardous  and  Toxic  Waste 
Coordinator 

y 

Ken  Hardy 
(210)  536-2613 

Armstrong  Laboratories,  Occupational 
and  Environmental  Health  Directorate, 
Bioenvironmental  Engineering 

Division,  Brooks  Air  Force  Base 

1991-prcsent 

Occupational  and 

Environmental  Health 

Scientist 

Z 

Major  Spear 
(210)  536-3331 

Air  Force  Radioisotope  Committee, 
Armstrong  Laboratories,  Brooks  Air 
Force  Base 

1992-present 

Undetermined 

MM. 

Kenneth  Vaughn 
(210)  925-3100 

Air  Force  Low  Level  Radioactive 

Waste  Office,  Brooks  Air  ForceBase 

1985-present 

Undetermined 

Regulatory  Agency  Personnel 

bb 

Jack  Gregg 

California  Regional  Water  (Quality 
Control  Board,  San  Francisco  Bay 
Region 

1993-present 

Project  Managm- 

cc 

Barbara  Marcotte 
(916)  255-3747 

California  Department  of  Toxic 
Substance  Control,  Region  1 

1993-present 

Project  Manager 

dd 

Chris  Nepomuceno 
(510)  540-3800 

California  Department  of  Toxic 
Substances  Control,  Region  2 

1993-present 

Chief  Field  Clerk 

ee 

Dcirdre  Nurre 
(415)  744-2246 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection 

Agency,  Region  IX 

1988-present 

Project  Management,  Presidio 
and  Hamilton  Army  Airfield 

ff 

James  Nusrala 
(510)  286-0301 

California  Regional  Water  (Quality 
Control  Board,  San  Francisco  Bay 
Region 

1992-pre8ent 

Project  Management, 

Hamilton  Army  Airfield 

SE 

Dave  Parson 
(916)  255-3668 

California  Department  of  Toxic 
Substance  Control,  Region  1 

1985-1989, 

1993-present 

Engineering  Geologist 

Key:  BRAC  Base  Realignment  and  Closure 
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noted  and  leaks,  spills,  and  other  evidence  of  releases  were  observed  and  quantified;  no  samples 
were  collected.  The  USAEC  project  officer  and  a  represenUUive  of  Engineering  Science,  the 
environmoital  investigation  contractor  for  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  and  the  installation  facility 
manager  accompanied  TETC  team  members  for  portions  of  the  first  site  visit.  Rq}resentatives 
of  USAEC  also  accompanied  TETC  team  members  for  a  portion  of  the  second  site  visit. 

The  first  site  visit  concentrated  on  inspections  in  the  airfield  BRAC  property,  POL  Area,  and 
Hospital  Hill.  The  second  site  visit  included  inspections  of  Parcels  A2  and  A3,  and  new  dredge 
spoil  disposal  area  as  well  as  reinspections  of  facilities  including  Hospital  Hill,  Buildings  86,  94, 
and  87,  (vacated  by  the  Army  in  February  1994).  During  the  site  visits,  the  interior  of  the 
majority  (24)  of  buildings  on  the  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  BRAC  property  was  inspected,  with 
the  following  exceptions: 

•k  Six  locked  buildings  (Buildings  510,  511,  512,  445,  449,  and  467).  The  interior 
of  these  buildings  was  inspected  by  looking  through  the  windows. 

★  Regional  Training  Site  (Intelligence)  Building  140.  Access  was  denied  by  the  unit 
commander  due  to  security  reasons. 

The  aerial  flyover  of  the  facility  and  adjacent  properties  was  conducted  on  September  23,  1994, 
from  rotary  wing  aircraft.  T^C  team  members  and  Captain  Stanton  of  the  Presidio  of  San 
Francisco  Judge  Advocate  Office  were  passengers;  two  pilots  and  a  technical  assistant  of  the 
U.S.  Army  Operation  Su{^rt  Airlift  Command  were  in  control  of  the  aircraft.  The  aerial 
flyover  at  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  was  coordinated  with  that  of  the  Presidio  of  San  Francisco. 
The  flight  originated  at  the  airfield.  The  flight  plan  took  the  aircraft  south  to  Presidio  of  San 
Francisco  and  then  back  north  to  the  airfield.  The  installation  boundaries  were  flown;  the 
installation  was  then  overflown  in  a  back-and'forth  pattern.  Particular  attention  was  paid  to 
reconnaissance  of  adjacent  properties.  The  flight  time  over  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  was 
approximately  45  minutes.  The  total  flight  time  including  travel  to  and  from  and  aerial  flyover 
of  the  Presidio  of  San  Francisco,  was  ai^roximately  2  hours. 

2.4.1  Inspection  of  Hamilton  Amy  Airfield 

Evidence  was  gathered  regarding  current  or  past  contamination  with  the  following  substances: 

Asbestos-containing  material:  The  presence  of  asbestos-containing  material  in  most  Hamilton 
Army  Airfield  buildings  was  identified  in  an  asbestos  survey  report  completed  in  1989.  Three 
buildings  on  the  BRAC  property  were  not  included  in  the  survey;  they  were  visually  inspected 
to  determine  the  potential  presence  of  asbestos. 

Lead-based  paint:  A  lead-based  paint  survey  has  not  been  conducted  at  Hamilton  Army 
AirHeld.  The  building  age  of  structures  in  BRAC  property  was  determined  from  the  Real  Estate 
Inventory  and  other  documents.  Those  buildings  determined  to  be  constructed  prior  to  1978 
were  assumed  to  contain  lead-based  paint. 
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PotychlorinaUd  B^henyls:  PCB-containing  equipment  (electrical  transformers  and  oil  filled 
switches)  at  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  was  identified  in  the  Enhanced  PA  and  Final  Environmental 
Investigation  Report.  During  the  CERFA  invertigation  this  equipment  was  visually  inspected 
to  determine  current  status  and  condition,  and  evidence  of  releases.  Possible  PCB-containing 
electrical  equipment  on  the  BRAC  property  not  documented  in  previous  studies  was  also  noted. 

Radon:  A  radon  survey  of  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  BRAC  property  buildings  has  not  been 
completed.  Interviews  with  the  Environmental  Investigation  contractor  and  review  of  applicable 
environmental  documents  and  adjacent  property  radon  survey  results  indicated  that  radon  was 
not  a  concern. 

Unexploded  ordnance:  Alleged  locations  of  unexploded  ordnance  at  Hamilton  Army  Airfield 
were  identified  in  the  Enhanced  PA  (bombing  range)  and  a  newspaper  article  (ammunition 
disposal,  see  Section  2.6).  Additional  record  reviews,  interviews,  and  land  based  and  aerial 
visual  inspections  were  conducted  during  the  CERFA  investigation  to  determine  if  the  reports 
were  true.  No  evidence  substantiating  the  presence  of  unexploded  ordnance  was  found. 

Radionuclides:  Installation  personnel  were  interviewed  and  Installation  files  were  searched  to 
obtain  data  on  radioactive  material  storage  and  use.  In  addition,  the  U.S.  Army  Environmental 
Hygiene  Agency  Health  Physics  Division  provided  the  contractor  with  information  obtained  from 
installation  files  and  U.S.  Army  Environmental  Hygiene  Agency  archival  report  files.  This 
information  included  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission  licenses  and  Department  of  the  Army 
Radioactive  Material  Authorizations,  and  U.S.  Army  Environmental  Hygiene  Agency  reports 
on  radioactive  material  decommissioning. 

Additional  interviews  were  conducted  with  U.S.  Air  Force  personnel  regarding  the  past 
use/disposal  of  radioactive  materials  at  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  during  the  U.S.  Air  Force 
occupation  of  the  installation.  Rqiresentatives  from  the  U.S.  Air  Force  Center  for 
Environmental  Excellence,  U.S.  Air  Force  Radioisotope  Committee,  Occupational  and 
Environmental  Health  Directorate,  and  Low-Level  Radioactive  Waste  offices  were  interviewed. 
A  representative  from  the  U.S.  Army  Materiel  Command  Radioactive  Waste  Disposal  Office 
was  also  contacted.  The  former  radiological  cylinder  disposal  site,  current  U.S.  Coast  Guard 
Medical  Clinic  and  former  hospital  (Building  SIS)  at  the  installation  were  also  visually  inspected. 

Petroleum  release  or  disposal:  Areas  of  potential  and  confirmed  releases  that  were  identified 
in  the  Enhanced  PA,  Final  Environmental  Investigation  Rqx>rt,  and  the  records  search  were 
inspected  visually.  Evidence  of  discoloration  or  spills  were  noted.  Monitoring  well  locations 
identified  in  the  Final  Environmental  Investigation  Report  were  observed.  Visual  evidence  of 
soil  contamination  provided  in  previous  documents  was  verified. 

Petroleum  storage:  Information  on  storage  tanks  and  pipelines  gathered  through  document 
reviews  and  searches,  including  location,  volume,  past  and  present  contents,  and  evidence  of 
removal  actions,  was  verified  during  the  inspections  to  the  extent  possible.  Evidence  of 
excavation  and  removal  was  noted,  including  changes  in  vegetation  patterns,  and  rectangular 
areas  of  disturbed  soil  surface.  Petroleum  storage  facilities  not  identified  in  prior  documents 
were  also  noted. 


Hazardous  substance  release  or  di^saL'  Areas  of  p(Hential  releases  that  were  identified  in  the 
Enhanced  PA,  Final  Environmentad  Investigation  Report,  and  records  search  were  inq)ected 
visually.  Evidence  of  discoloration  or  spills  were  noted.  Monitoring  well  locations  idmtified 
in  the  Final  Environmental  Investigation  Rqx>rt  were  observed.  Evidence  of  releases  from 
documented  sources  was  verified. 

Hazardous  substance  storage:  Hazardous  substance  and  hazardous  waste  storage  areas  identified 
in  the  Enhanced  PA  and  Final  Environmental  Investigation  Rqx)it  and  the  records  search  were 
visually  inspected.  Changes  in  the  storage  areas’  location,  volumes,  contents,  and  management 
practices  were  noted.  Hazardous  substance  storage  facilities  not  identified  in  prior  documents 
were  also  noted. 

2.4.2  Inspection  of  the  A^acent  Property 

A  visual  inspection  of  the  adjacent  property  was  conducted.  Prior  to  the  site  visits,  a  data  base 
search  was  performed  for  the  area  adjacent  to  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  within  a  2.5-mile  radius 
to  identify  small-  and  large-quantity  waste  generators,  undergroumi  storage  tanks,  and  leaking 
underground  storage  tanks.  Both  Federal  and  State  data  bases  were  searched  (see  Section  2.2 
of  this  report).  Information  obtained  from  the  search  was  verified  through  visual  inspections 
including  windshield  and  walk-through  surveys  and  aerial  flyovers. 

Adjacent  properties  inspected  included  Government  Services  Administration  sale  parcel  prqserty , 
Navy  housing  property.  State-owned  intertidal  land,  and  the  city  of  Novato  sewage  treatment 
plant  facilities.  The  inside  and  outside  of  vacant  buildings  on  the  General  Services 
Administration  parcel  adjacent  to  the  airfield  BRAC  property  and  Parcels  A2  and  A3  were 
inspected.  Privately-owned  farmland  located  to  the  north  and  south  of  the  airfield  BRAC 
property  were  inspected  from  the  installation  boundary  and  during  the  aerial  flyover. 

2.5  Title  Documents 

TETC  conducted  a  review  of  tract  mrq);.  and  transfer  documents  to  identify  the  former  property 
owners  of  BRAC  property  at  the  time  of  its  transfer  to  the  Army.  The  purpose  of  this  review 
was  to  ctetermine  the  property’s  prior  use  and  envirorunental  condition  at  the  time  of  its  transfer. 
This  review  did  not  result  in  additional  information.  Previous  ownership  and  the  dates  of 
transfer  to  the  Army  are  indicated  on  Figure  5-2. 

2.6  Newspaper  Articles  and  Medical  Records 

A  search  of  Hamilton  Army  Airfield,  the  Presidio  of  San  Francisco,  and  regulatory  agencies 
revealed  one  relevant  article,  published  in  the  Daily  Review  on  Wednesday,  July  9,  1986.  The 
article  discussed  the  dumping  of  unexploded  ordnance  on  the  installation;  materials  were 
rqxirtedly  dumped  in  unspecified  locations  of  the  portion  of  the  airfield  BRAC  property 
approximately  30  years  ago.  The  unexploded  ordnance  consisted  of  four  truck  loads  of  live 
ammunition,  including  .50  caliber  machine  guns  .45  automatic  ammunition,  and  40-millimeter 
carmon  shells.  The  article  did  not  mention  rmnoval  of  the  material.  The  presence  of  the 
reported  munitions  dump  site  at  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  has  not  been  substantiated  in  any  other 
record  reviews  or  envirorunental  investigation  reports  or  identified  in  any  site  investigations. 


3.0  Property  Background  Information 


This  section  presents  an  overview  of  past  and  current  operations  at  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  and 
a  discussion  of  environmental  changes  associated  with  the  facility.  It  address  activities  relevant 
to  waste  management  practices  and  significant  environmental  incidents  that  occurred  since  the 
Enhanced  PA  was  conducted. 

3.1  General  Background 

Hamilton  Army  Airfield  is  a  subinstallation  of  the  Presidio  of  San  Francisco.  The  original 
installation,  comprised  of  927  acres,  was  constructed  between  1932  and  1935  as  the  first  west 
coast  Army  Air  Corps  facility,  and  its  mission  was  to  train  fighter  and  bomber  pilots.  The 
installation  also  provided  aircraft  maintenance  and  repair  for  various  types  of  aircraft  and  as  a 
process  point  for  combat  crews.  The  base  grew  in  size  and  importance  through  World  War  11; 
in  1947  it  was  transferred  to  the  U.S.  Air  Force  which  had  just  been  created,  and  renamed 
Hamilton  Air  Force  Base.  With  the  addition  of  housing  areas  in  the  19S0’s,  the  base  reached 
a  size  of  2, 1 84  acres  in  1964.  Throughout  this  period  the  installation  was  used  as  a  base  for  air 
defense  and  for  training  (fighter  squadrons).  The  installation  also  provided  support  for  the 
Tactical  Command,  Military  Air  Transport  Command  and  the  U.S.  Air  Force  Auditor  Generals 
office. 

In  the  mid  1960’s,  the  base  began  a  slow  decline  as  urban  land  uses  began  to  encroach  on  the 
facility  and  public  complaints  of  jet  noise  and  air  safety  increased.  In  1974,  the  Air  Force 
deactivated  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  and  the  Air  Force  property  began  to  be  excessed.  The 
housing  portion  of  the  installation  was  transferred  to  the  U.S.  Navy  in  1975.  Custodial 
management  of  the  remaining  portion  of  the  prc^rty  was  taken  over  by  the  General  Services 
Administration.  A  parcel  consisting  of  hangar  Building  390  and  associate  land  was  transferred 
to  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  on  October  1,  1983. 

In  1976  the  Army  received  permission  to  use  the  runway  and  ancillary  airfield  facilities  and 
several  other  buildings  for  Army  aircraft  q)eration  and  Army  Reserve  rotations.  The  Army 
continued  to  use  portions  of  Hamilton  Air  Force  Base  on  a  permit  basis  until  July  1984,  when 
approximately  755  acres  of  the  former  airfield  was  officially  acquired  by  the  Army  and 
management  responsibility  of  the  property  was  transferred  to  the  Presidio  of  San  Francisco. 
Approximately  380  acres  not  needed  by  tte  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  were  offered  for  sale  by 
the  Army  un^r  the  administration  of  the  General  Services  Administration  (General  Services 
Administration  sale  parcel).  This  property  includes  most  of  Hangar  Row,  the  former  installation 
administrative  area  and  the  airfield  ammunition  storage  facilities. 

Several  properties  at  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  are  scheduled  for  transfer  to  new  owners.  A  1992 
Department  of  Defense  Appropriations  Act  (Public  Law  102-396)  mandates  that  the  Army  make 
five  parcels  at  the  airfield  available  to  the  New  Hamilton  Partners.  The  parcels  include  the  POL 
Area  (Parcel  Al),  and  Parcels  A2,  A3,  A5,  and  A6.  The  New  Hamilton  Partners  intended  to 
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use  these  parceis  as  part  of  a  commercial/residential  develc^ment  planned  at  Hamilton  Army 
Airfield. 

The  POL  Area  was  not  accepted  for  transfer  by  the  New  Hamilton  Partners  and  will  remain  in 
Army  control.  Findings  of  suitability  for  transfer  have  been  found  for  Parcels  A2,  A3,  and  A6. 
Transfer  of  these  parcels  is  anticipated  in  1994. 

Parcel  AS  was  determined  to  have  some  contamination  associated  with  a  washrack  inlet.  The 
piqTerty  is  expected  to  be  environmentally  suitable  for  transfer  to  the  New  Hamilton  Partners 
following  remedial  efforts  by  the  Sacramento  District  of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 

The  current  mission  of  the  Hamilton  Army  Airfidd  is  to  serve  as  a  subinstallation  to  the  Presidio 
of  San  Francisco.  Limited  Army  activity  takes  place  at  the  installation.  Hamilton  Army 
Airfield  most  recently  served  as  a  U.S.  Army  Operational  Airiift  Support  Airfield  and  as  a 
training  center  for  an  Army  Reserve  aviation  unit.  These  (^rations  were  discontinued  around 
February  1994.  The  only  current  activities  on  tlM  installation  (^ration  and  maintenance 
functions  and  tenant  activities  conducted  by  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  Medical  Clinic,  U.S.  Air 
Force  Civil  Air  Patrol,  and  the  Marin  Power  Squadron.  The  Vickers  Vimy  1994  Project,  a 
vintage  World  War  I  bomber  reconstruction  project,  is  also  located  in  Building  86.  Past  and 
current  operations  conducted  in  BRAC  property  are  described  in  more  detail  below. 

3.1.1  Past  Activities 

Several  industrial  operations  (including  aircraft  maintenance,  aircraft  fueling,  jet  engine  testing, 
and  fire  training)  were  performed  in  the  BRAC  prc^ity  in  support  of  its  mission.  Facility 
support  functions  included  sewage  treatment  at  an  on-site  sewage  treatment  plan,  emergency 
electrical  power  generation,  stormwater  management,  and  landfilling  of  waste  materials. 
Medical  care  was  offered  at  the  installation  ho^ital  on  Hospital  Hill. 

Aircn^  Maintenance:  Aircraft  maintenance  was  performed  in  the  aircraft  maintenance  area 
near  the  southwest  portion  of  BRAC  pn^ity.  M^tmance  activities  were  conducted  inside 
Hangar  Building  86  and  outside  on  the  tarmac  to  the  northwest  and  southwest  of  the  building. 
Installation  records  also  indicated  aircraft  maintenance  (^rations  occurred  in  Buildings  84  and 
93  and  electronics  equqmient  repair  occurred  in  Building  90.  Activities  included  aircraft 
equipment  repair,  oil  changing,  jet  and  prop  engine  repair  and  service,  aircraft  bodyworic 
painting  and  washing,  and  fuel  testing,  llie  hazardous  substances  used  and  wastes  generated 
during  these  activities  included  stripping  and  degreasing  solvents,  oils,  and  other  aircraft  fluids, 
batteries  and  battery  liquids,  POL)  antifreeze,  and  paints.  Hazardous  substances  and  wastes 
were  stored  in  various  locations  and  in  various  size  containers  including  a  storage  area  on  the 
northeast  side  of  Building  86  (Storage  Area  1),  an  area  to  the  northwest  of  Building  88  (Storage 
Area  2),  an  area  to  the  southeast  of  Building  94  (Storage  Area  3),  and  in  and  around  Building 
87  (Storage  Area  4).  Substances  were  stored  in  these  areas  inside  conexes  and  outside  in 
uncovered  areas.  Building  90  was  also  r^rtedly  used  for  a  period  as  a  storage  area  of 
hazardous  substance,  specifically  SS-gallon  drums  of  POL.  Lockers  in  Hangar  86  were  used  for 
the  storage  of  smaller  amounts  of  materials  such  as  paints,  adhesives,  solvents,  etc. 
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Aircraft  staging  and  maintenance  occurred  in  the  revetment  area  which  consists  of  28  revetment 
turnouts  connected  by  taxiways.  Twenty-three  of  the  turnouts  are  paved,  and  5  are  unpaved. 
During  maintenance  activities  in  these  areas,  oils  and  other  fluids  may  have  been  spilled. 

Aircraft  were  washed  at  an  aircraft  washrack  located  at  Parcel  AS,  located  on  the  north  side  of 
Hangar  Building  95.  Washrack  facilities  included  drums,  hose  racks,  and  a  detergent  pumping 
system. 

Aircnffi  Fuel  Storage:  Several  locations  at  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  have  been  used  to  store 
fuel.  These  included  the  POL  Area  (a  BRAC  property)  and  two  other  POL  facilities  (POL 
Areas  2  and  3),  both  located  in  the  General  Services  Administration  sale  parcel.  The  POL  Area 
contained  twenty  25 ,000-gallon  underground  storage  tanks  and  several  aboveground  storage  tanks 
previously  used  to  store  JP-4  jet  fuel.  Aboveground  Storage  Tank-2  was  an  84,000-gallon  JP-4 
tank  that  stood  on  the  hillside  bench  in  the  POL  Area  and  supplied  the  lower  tank  farm  by 
gravity  field  through  a  pipeline.  The  tank  was  supplied  by  pipes  and  a  pump  station  located  at 
the  undeiiground  storage  tank  farm. 

An  additional  750-gallon  underground  storage  tank  and  three  buildings  (Buildings  736,  737,  and 
738)  were  also  located  in  the  area.  The  buildings  were  used  for  the  temporary  storage  of  waste 
oil  prior  to  removal  by  a  refuse  company.  The  material  stored  in  the  750-gallon  underground 
storage  tank  is  undetermined. 

All  the  underground  storage  tanks  and  Aboveground  Storage  Tank-2  were  removed  in  1986  by 
IT  Corporation  as  part  of  a  POL  Area  remediation  contracted  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers.  In  addition,  fuel  line  removal  and  soil  remediation  (consisting  of  soil  removal 
operations)  occurred  at  the  site  in  1986,  1990,  and  1993. 

More  recently,  aircraft  fuel  has  been  stored  in  fuel  trucks  and  fiiel  pods  to  suf^rt  activities  at 
Building  86.  One  1 ,000-gallon,  one  1 ,200-gallon  and  one  2,400-gallon  fuel  trucks  were  pailced 
north  of  Building  86.  One  600-gallon  fuel  pod  was  located  at  the  south  end  of  the  runway 
between  Buildings  87  and  90. 

Airentft  Fueling:  Aircraft  fueling  historically  occurred  in  the  revetment  areas  and  aircraft 
maintenance  area  via  fuel  truck  and  at  9  fueling  stations  located  along  the  southeast  side  of  the 
runway  taxiway,  in  front  of  hangar  row.  Hie  fueling  stations  were  fed  by  a  JP-4  fuel  hydrant 
system.  JP-4  was  offloaded  from  barges  at  an  unloading  pier  located  approximately  18,000  feet 
into  San  Pablo  Bay.  The  fuel  was  piped  via  a  12-inch  fuel  line  on  to  the  shore  and  along  the 
northern  prc^rty  line  for  6,890  feet  to  a  point  where  it  turned  southwest,  crossed  under  the 
airfield  for  another  870  feet  and  branched  to  BRAC  property  POL  Area,  and  former  POL  areas 
located  on  the  General  Services  Administration  sale  parcel. 

A  6-inch  fuel  line  which  tuns  underground  along  the  southern  taxiway  in  front  of  the  hangar 
buildings  provided  fuel  from  the  POL  Area  to  a  n^ork  of  fuel  lines  amd  the  9  fueling  stations 
located  on  BRAC  ptx^rty  parallel  to  Hangar  Row.  A  portion  of  the  lines  from  the  POL  Area 
BRAC  property  arid  POL  Area  2  which  tie  into  these  stations  were  removed  in  1990  and  the 
winter  of  1994  respectively. 
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The  use  of  the  fuel  distribution  system  at  Hamilton  Anny  Airfield  has  been  discontinued. 
Recent  aircraft  activities  around  Building  86  have  been  serviced  by  fuel  tracks  and  fuel  pods 
located  in  the  area. 

yel  Engine  Testing:  An  enlarged  revetment  pad.  Revetment  No.  6,  was  used  to  test  jet  engines. 
The  oHicrete  pad  is  approximately  200  feet  in  diameter  and  has  a  steel  backstop  located  east  of 
the  pad  to  redirect  jet  engine  backwash  during  testing.  It  is  estimated  that  engine  testing  began 
in  the  19S0’s  and  ended  in  1974  when  the  Air  Force  ceased  (^rations  at  the  installation. 

Fire  Training:  A  concrete  bum  pit  is  located  at  Revetment  No.  10.  The  pit  was  used  for  fire 
fighter  training  from  approximately  1975  to  1987.  Fuel,  solvents,  and  vehicles  were  burned  in 
the  pit. 

Sewage  Treatment:  The  installation  sewage  treatment  plant  was  located  on  the  east  skte  of 
Hamilton  Army  Airfield  between  Perimeter  Road  and  the  east  levee.  The  outfall  pipe  from  the 
sewage  treatment  plant  extended  approximately  600  feet  eastward  from  the  levee  into  the  tidal 
wetlands. 

The  former  sewage  treatment  plant  provided  primary  arul  secotKlary  treatment  of  installation 
generated  sewage  in  aboveground  concrete  tanks.  I^umable  only  sanitary  wastes  were  treated 
in  the  plant.  Unq)ecified  chemicals,  including  coagulants,  were  used  in  the  treatment  process. 
The  former  sewage  treatment  plant  (grated  until  November  1986,  after  which  time  all  Hamilton 
Army  Airfield  sanitary  wastes  have  been  pumped  to  the  Novato  Sanitation  District. 

The  plant  was  demolished  in  1987.  All  buildings  associated  underground  storage  tanks  and 
aboveground  tanks,  and  sludge  from  the  drying  beds  were  removed.  The  dq>th  of  sludge 
removed  from  the  drying  beds  is  unknown. 

^rmwater  Management:  A  series  of  drainage  channels,  levees,  and  three  stormwater  pump 
stations  located  on  the  east  side  of  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  between  Perimeter  Road  and  the  east 
levee  remove  runoff  and  groundwater  seepage  from  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  and  discharge  the 
stormwater  into  San  Pablo  Bay.  The  pump  station  area  includes  Buildings  35,  39,  40,  and  41 . 
Drainage  system  pumps  are  located  in  Buildings  35,  39,  and  41.  The  pump  in  Building  39 
(grates  automatically  while  the  other  pumps  cerate  manually.  An  aboveground  diesel  storage 
tank  is  associated  with  each  of  the  three  pump  houses  (Aboveground  Storage  Tanks  5,  6,  and 
7),  and  one  documented  underground  storage  tank  is  located  at  Building  41 .  The  tanks  provide 
fuel  for  pump  station  engines  and  generators. 

Pump  equipment  was  maintained  at  the  pump  station  this  iiKluded  equipment  rq>air,  painting, 
adding  and  changing  oil,  and  battery  charging/change  out.  POL  products  and  batteries  have 
been  stored  in  the  various  pump  station  buildings  to  suj^rt  maintenance  activities. 

Electrical  Power  Generation:  In  addition  to  electrical  power  generation  c^bility  at  the  pump 
stations,  several  other  buildings  (including  Buildings  15,  20,  26,  and  48)  on  Hamilton  Army 
Airfield  contained  electrical  power  generators  to  supply  power  for  airfield  activities  such  as 
runway  lighting,  radar,  and  TACON  stations.  These  buildings  are  located  along  the  north  levee 
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^  and  in  the  revetment  area.  Fuel  for  the  generators  at  each  building  was  supplied  by  abov^round 

V  tanks  and/or  underground  storage  tanks  at  each  locaikm.  Equipment  maintenance  of  this 

equipment  would  have  been  periodically  required.  The  electrkal  geaemor  buildings  have  been  ^ 

taken  out  of  service;  whmi  that  occurr^  was  not  determined. 

Operations:  Wastes  historically  genended  at  Hamilton  Army  AirHeld  and  disposed  on¬ 
site  included  trash  and  garbage,  construction  debris,  and  low-level  radioactive  materials. 

LandflU  26,  located  on  the  General  Services  Administration  sale  parcel,  served  as  the  installation 

sanitary  bmdEU  discontinued  operation.  The  landfill  has  ceased  operation  and  is  currently  * 

undeifoing  mnedial  acticm  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 

The  east  levee  landEll  was  used  for  depositkm  of  metal  and  construction  d^ris.  The  landfill 

is  located  outside  the  east  levee  in  the  eastern  area  of  the  airfield  BRAC  property.  The  site  was 

used  for  the  disposal  of  construction  debris  b^inning  around  1961 .  A  site  on  the  State-owned  ^ 

portion  of  the  landfill  was  also  used  as  a  bum  pit. 

Two  18-inch  diameter  corrugated  metal  culverts,  18  to  24  feet  in  length,  were  buried  below  the 
northern  earthen  level  beyond  the  runway  overrun.  These  cylinders  contained  electron  tubes  and 
wave  guides  containing  exanpted  quantities  of  low-level  radioactive  materials.  The  cylinders  ^ 

were  exhumed  and  the  materials  were  di^xrsed  to  a  licensed  disposal  site  in  September  1988. 

The  work  was  accomplished  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  through  a  contract  with 
Chem-Nuclear.  The  site  was  subsequently  relea^  to  uruestricted  use  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers. 

•  » 

A  newspaper  report  allies  that  ammunition  was  also  buried  in  several  locations  on  the  airfield 
BRAC  {Hopetty.  There  are  no  other  records,  docummits,  or  site  investigation  results  to 
substantiate  this  informatkm. 

Medieal  Activities:  The  Hamilton  Army  Airfidd  medical  facilities  were  located  in  the  Ho^ital  I 

Hill  BRAC  property  and  included  Building  SIS,  the  main  installation  ho^ital;  Building  SIO,  a 

former  medical  and  dental  clinic;  Building  Sll,  a  former  medical  lab;  Building  S20,  a  former 

administration  building;  Building  S21,  a  former  dental  prosthetic  lab;  arxl  Building  S7S,  tt» 

former  hospital  warehouse.  Although  limited  information  is  available  on  historical  practices  in 

these  buildings,  medical  siqrplks  such  as  alcohol,  acetone,  peroxide,  active  acid,  and  ^ 

disinfectants  and  cleanen  were  probably  stored  in  all  but  Building  S20.  X-ray  equipment  and 

matMiab  were  used  in  Building  SIS.  Medkal  wastes  generated  at  the  Hamilton  ^ilities  were 

reportedly  properly  disposed.  There  was  rqwrtedly  no  medical  waste  incinerator  at  the 

installation.  The  exact  df-site  di^xnal  method  for  medical  waste  from  Hamilton,  however,  was 

not  idetniEed.  ^ 

In  addition  to  the  Hospital  Hill  area.  Building  82  in  the  aircraft  maintenance  area  was  used  more 
recently  for  the  storage  of  U.S.  Army  Reserve  Medical  Detachment  (Air  Ambulance)  unit 
suj^lies. 

A  variety  of  other  airfield  operation  related  industrial  activities  hi^ricaUy  occurred  at  Hamilton  * 

Army  /Urfield.  These  activities  occurred  <m  parcels  ad^'acent  to  but  not  on  BRAC  property  (i.e., 
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General  Services  Administiatioa  sale  parcel,  U.S.  Coast  Guard  property,  State  land  and  the  U.S. 

Navy  housing  parcel).  Operations  on  adjaceitt  properties  and  their  actual  or  potential  effect  on 

the  BRAC  property  are  described  in  detail  in  Sectkm  4.3  of  this  r^it.  I 

3.1.2  Cumnt  AetMtits 

The  level  of  operations  at  Hamilton  Army  Airfieki  has  significantly  declined  since  the  Air  Force 

left  the  installatkm  in  1974  and,  more  recently,  since  the  BRAC  closure  process  began.  The 

most  recmit  change  was  the  relocation  of  the  U.S.  Army  Reserve  Aviation  Support  Facility  #27 

and  U.S.  Army  Operational  Siqjport  Airlift  Command  Detachments  frcHn  Hamilton  Army 

Airfield.  However,  industrial  operatkms  still  occurred  at  the  installation  on  BRAC  property  at 

the  time  of  the  CE^A  site  visits.  These  include  some  minor  aircraft  iruuntenance  and  fueling 

operations  and  stormwater  managonent  on  the  airfield  BRAC  property.  Medical  activities  and 

some  administrative  functions  are  sdll  maintained  in  the  Hoq[>ital  Hill  area.  A  detailed  ^ 

description  of  operations  in  BRAC  property  is  provided  below. 

Airfield  BRAC  Property: 

*  Eteetriad  Power  Gerurator  Buildings  15,  20,  26,  and  48:  These  buildings  are  * 

abarKloned,  and  electrical  generation  equqmrent  has  been  removed.  Aboveground 

tanks  located  at  Buildings  IS  and  26  are  still  in  place.  There  are  currently  no 
aboveground  tanks  at  Buildings  20  and  48.  Vent  pqres  at  both  buildings  and  a  fill 
pipe  at  Building  20  indicate  the  probable  presence  of  underground  storage  tanks. 

There  is  no  documentation  of  any  tank  ranoval  at  these  two  buildings.  > 

*  Stormwater  Purr^  F'.atljru:  Stormwater  pumping  facilities  at  Hamilton  Army 

Airfield  are  still  operating.  Facilities  include  Pump  Buildings  35,  39,  41  and 
electrical  power  generator  Buildings  38  and  40.  Two  aboveground  tanks  are  in 
operation  at  Building  35  one  located  outside  arxl  one  inside  the  building.  Two  i 

aboveground  tanks  are  in  operation  at  Building  39,  one  located  in  ftont  of  the 

building  and  one  mounted  on  the  building’s  west  wall.  One  abov^round  tank 
and  one  documented  underground  storage  tank  are  located  at  Building  41.  There 
may  be  seomd  underground  storage  tank  at  the  building. 

t 

•k  Former  Sewt^  Treatment  Plant:  All  sewage  treatment  plant  buildings  and 
associated  facilities  including  underground  storage  tanks  and  abov^round  tanks 
were  removed  in  1987.  Buildings  42,  43,  44,  and  45  were  raised.  The 
wastewater  treatment  plant  outfall  pipe  has  been  abandoned. 

» 

*  Barge  Dock:  Buildings  57  and  60,  which  were  associated  with  a  barge  dock 
located  at  the  southwest  comer  of  the  airfield,  have  been  razed.  The  remains  of 
the  dock  ate  in  poor  condition. 

*  BuOding  82:  Building  82  is  currently  being  used  to  store  siqiplies  for  the  343rd  ^ 

U.S.  Army  Medical  Detachmmit  (Air  Ambulance)  Unit,  which  has  been 
rdocated.  These  medical  siqiplies  may  include  some  hazardous  substances. 
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*  Building  S3:  This  former  oxygen  storage  building  is  empty. 

*  Building  84:  This  building  is  empty.  The  former  aviation  maintenance  sht^  was  I 

most  recently  used  by  the  12th  Special  Forces  Unit  of  the  4th  Army  for  training. 

*  Building  86:  At  the  time  of  the  first  CERFA  site  visit  in  September  1993,  this 

maintenance  hangar  and  the  surrounding  grounds  were  used  by  the  U.S.  Army 
Operational  Support  Airlift  Command  and  U.S.  Army  Reserve  Aviation  Support  I 

Facility  #27  as  a  storage  and  light  maintenance  area  for  small  fixed  wing  and 

rotary  aircraft.  One  of  the  Army  units  occupied  the  west  side  of  the  hangar  while 

the  second  unit  occupied  the  east  side.  The  building  contained  several  flammable 

cabinets  for  storage  of  small  volumes  of  materials  (less  than  20  gallons)  such  as 

paints,  acetone,  hydrochloric  acid,  and  POL  products.  A  30-gallon  degreasing  I 

unit  that  uses  mineral  spirits  solvent  was  also  located  in  the  hangar. 

Four  POL  and  hazardous  substance/waste  storage  areas  associated  with  the  Army 

units  were  located  at  Building  86.  Two  areas,  denoted  Storage  Area  1  and 

Storage  Area  2,  were  located  next  to  Building  86.  (These  two  areas  are  described  ^ 

below.)  The  other  two  areas,  Storage  Area  3  and  Storage  Area  4,  were  located 

at  Buildings  94  and  87,  respectively.  These  areas  are  discussed  in  the  applicable 

building  descriptions.  Figures  3-1,  3-2,  and  3-3  show  the  four  storage  area 

locations  at  Hamilton  Army  Airfield. 

Storage  Area  1  was  located  outside  the  northwest  comer  of  Building  86.  It  ^ 

consisted  of  a  POL  Storage  Conex  (Conex  86A),  an  air  compressor  and  POL 

Storage  Shed  (Building  145),  a  fuel  test  station,  and  a  POL  product 

distribution  area.  Bulk  POL  were  stored  in  the  conex  and  shed  in  containers 

ranging  from  5-gallon  buckets  to  55-gallon  drums.  Safety  cans  and  glass  jars  of 

waste  jet  fuel  were  located  at  the  jet  fuel  test  station.  POL  products  in  55-gallon  ^ 

drums  were  placed  in  dispensing  racks  with  drip  pans  under  them  in  the  POL 

product  distribution  area. 

Storage  Area  2  was  located  approximately  1(X)  feet  northwest  of  Building  86. 

The  storage  area  was  used  for  waste  oil/fuel  storage.  The  storage  area  consists  I 

of  55-gallon  drums  and  smaller  containers  of  waste  oil,  fuel,  and  other 
maintenance  related  fluids  stored  within  a  metal  container  that  rests  on  a  gravel 
surface,  surrounded  by  sandbags. 

A  single  5,000  gallon  JP-4  fuel  truck  was  located  near  Storage  Area  2  northwest  I 

of  the  building.  The  truck  provided  JP-4  fuel  storage  for  the  Operational  Support 
Airlift  Command  Detachment.  The  truck  was  parked  in  the  location  unless 
servicing  an  aircraft  or  being  filled. 

At  the  time  of  the  second  CERFA  site  visit  in  March  1994,  the  two  Army  units  I 

formerly  occupying  Building  86  had  vacated.  The  storage  areas  inside  Building 
86  and  Storage  Areas  1  and  2  were  generally  empty.  The  only  materials 
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remaining  were  three  S-gallon  cans  in  Storage  Area  2.  One  of  the  cans  contained 
oil.  One  of  the  cans  was  unlabeled  but  appeared  to  contain  waste  thinner  or  other 
petroleum  based  solvent.  The  third  can  was  empty.  The  hangar  is  currently 
being  used  by  the  Vickers  Vimy  1994  Project  which  is  an  effort  to  reconstruct  a 
vintage  World  War  I  bomber  plane,  the  Hrst  aircraft  to  complete  trans-Atlantic 
and  Pacific  flights.  The  Vickers  Vimy  1994  Project  maintains  small  amounts  of 
adhesives,  paints,  and  solvents  on  hand  in  Building  86  for  use  in  the  construction 
of  the  aircraft. 

Building  87:  Building  87,  an  adjacent  conex  (Conex  87 A)  and  shed  (Shed  87B), 
and  the  area  surrounding  these  buildings  are  designated  Storage  Area  4.  At  the 
time  of  the  first  CERFA  site  visit,  unopened  55-gallon  drums  of  POL  products, 
cleaning  compound,  and  antifreeze  were  stored  inside  and  outside  the  buildings. 
Opened  drums  of  POL  products  placed  on  metal  storage  and  dispensing  racks 
with  drip  pans  underneath  were  located  outside  on  the  asphalt  apron.  Stains  were 
visible  on  the  ground.  Gasoline  stored  in  5-gallon  cans  was  stored  in  the  conex. 

Approximately  halfway  between  Building  87  and  Building  90  along  the  southern 
edge  of  the  concrete  tarmac,  two  5, (XX)  gallon  JP-4  fuel  trailers  are  permanently 
parked.  The  trailers  provided  JP-4  fuel  storage  for  the  U.S.  Army  Reserve 
Aviation  Support  Facility  ttll  when  it  was  stationed  at  the  airfield,  llie  trailers 
were  provided  with  a  sandbag  berm,  open  at  one  end. 

At  the  time  of  the  second  site  visit  in  March  1994,  Buildings  87  and  87A,  and 
Shed  STB  were  locked  and  their  interiors  could  not  be  inspected.  The  POL 
dispensing  racks  and  all  but  three  55-gallon  drums  of  products  had  been  removed. 
The  two  JP-4  fuel  trailers  were  still  in  place.  In  addition,  a  single  55-gallon 
drum  of  waste  jet  fuel  was  located  within  the  sandbag  bermed  area.  The  drum 
was  properly  labeled  and  in  good  condition. 

Budding  92:  This  building  currently  served  as  a  crash  rescue  station.  A 
fire/rescue  truck  is  pailted  inside.  The  rear  of  the  building  also  served  as  a 
storage  area  for  the  U.S.  Army  Reserve  Aviation  Support  Facility  #27  at  the  time 
of  the  first  CERFA  site  visit. 

Building  94:  This  building  was  used  for  miscellaneous  storage  by  the  124th 
Army  Command  at  the  time  of  the  first  CERFA  site  visit.  No  hazardous 
substances/ wastes  are  stored  in  the  building  on  a  regular  basis. 

Storage  Area  3  is  located  just  to  the  southeast  of  the  Building  94.  At  the  time  of 
the  first  CERFA  site  visit,  the  storage  area  consisted  of  four  conexes  (denoted 
Conex  94A,  94B,  94C,  and  94D).  POL  products  were  stored  in  the  first  conex, 
paints  and  adhesive  were  stored  in  the  second  and  third  conex,  and  the  fourth 
conex  was  empty.  At  the  time  of  the  second  CERFA  site  visit,  two  of  the 
conexes  had  been  removed  and  the  remaining  two  conexes  were  empty. 
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★  Buildings  138  and  140:  These  buildings  are  currently  used  by  the  U.S.  Aimy 

Regional  Training  Site  (Intelligence)  Unit  for  administrative  and  training 
purposes.  Small  volumes  (less  than  S  gallons)  of  electronics  cleaning  solvent  and  I 

flux  are  maintained  on  hand  in  the  buildings  for  minor  electronic  repair  and 

training  activities.  An  underground  storage  tank  is  suspected  at  Building  140. 

POL  Ana  BRAC  Property:  The  POL  Area  property  is  currently  the  site  of  a  groundwater 
treatment  facility  for  the  remediation  of  Landfill  26.  At  the  time  of  the  first  site  visit  in  I 

September  1993  remediation  activities  were  ongoing  at  the  area  under  contract  to  the  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers.  Buildings  736,  737,  and  738  had  been  removed.  Excavation  was  being 
conducted  in  the  area  of  the  future  treatment  facility  to  remove  benzene-  contaminated  soil  and 
rock.  Excavated  material  was  being  stockpiled  on-site. 

At  the  time  of  the  second  visit  in  March  1994,  on-site  excavation  activities  had  been  completed  ^ 

and  the  treatment  facility  had  been  constructed  at  the  site.  Contaminated  soil  excavated  from 
the  area  was  stockpiled  on-site.  The  stockpiles  were  placed  on  and  covered  with  polyurethylene 
sheeting.  The  soil  will  be  used  as  fill  material  during  construction  of  a  cap  for  Landfill  26. 

Hospital  Hill  BRAC  Property:  ^ 

★  Building  510:  This  building  was  damaged  by  a  falling  tree  and  is  currently 
vacant. 

★  Building  511:  This  building  is  currently  used  by  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  for  I 

various  administrative  functions;  it  also  serves  a  clinic,  pharmacy,  and  medical 

lab.  Small  quantities  of  chemicals,  such  as  acetone,  hydrogen  peroxide,  acetic 
acid,  and  denatured  alcohol  are  stored  in  locked  cabinets  in  the  building. 

★  Building  512:  This  former  administration/classroom  building  is  currently  empty.  I 

★  Building  515:  The  former  hospital  building  is  mostly  empty.  Several  offices 
including  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  facUity  management  office  are  still  located  in 
the  building.  In  the  basement,  there  is  a  x-ray  machine  and  a  maintenance  room, 

in  which  9  transformers  are  located.  (Six  of  the  transformers  are  PCB-  I 

contaminated.)  Oil  staining  is  present  on  the  concrete  floor  around  the 
transformers. 

★  Building  516:  This  small  building  located  directly  behind  Building  5 IS  was 

previously  used  for  the  storage  of  office-related  refuse.  The  building  is  currently  I 

empty. 

★  Building  520:  This  building  is  currently  used  by  the  U.S.  Air  Force  for 
coordinating  and  organizing  activities  for  the  Civil  Air  Patrol. 

★  Building  521:  This  building  is  currently  used  by  the  U.S.  Air  Force  for  Civil  ^ 

Air  Patrol  administrative  functions.  A  UST  is  suspected  at  the  building. 
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*  BuUding  525:  This  former  hospital  general  storage  building  is  empty. 

*  BuUding  575:  This  former  hoq>ital  warehouse  is  empty. 

Current  waste  management  practices  associated  with  the  BRAC  property  include  solid  waste 
(reliise)  removal,  and  sanitary  sewage  treatment.  General  refuse  placed  in  dumpsters  is  removed 
by  the  U.S.  Navy.  Hazardous  waste  substances  generated  during  former  Army  unit  aircraft 
maintenance  activities  at  Building  86  were  stored  in  designated  storage  areas  (Storage  Areas  1 
and  2)  and  have  removed  quarterly  for  offsite  disposal.  Sanitary  sewage  is  currently  pumped 
to  treatment  facilities  owned  by  the  Novato  Sanitation  District.  An  associated  lift  station  is 
maintained  by  the  U.S.  Navy. 

Parcel  A2  BRAC  Property  : 

*  Building  442:  This  administration  building  is  currently  vacant. 

*  Building  443:  This  former  kitchen  building  is  currently  vacant. 

*  Building  445:  This  building  is  currently  leased  to  the  Book  Exchange  used  for 

book  storage. 

*  Building  449:  This  building  houses  an  electrical  vault.  The  transformers  inside 
the  building  were  observed  to  be  in  good  condition. 

Parcel  A3  BRAC  Property:  The  only  building  on  Parcel  A3  is  Building  467.  The  building  is 
used  by  the  Marin  Power  Squadron  for  a  administrative  and  training  activities. 

3.2  Environmental  Changes  at  Hamh^ton  Army  Airfield 

Operations  at  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  declined  after  the  Enhanced  PA  and  Final  Environmental 
Investigation  Report  were  completed  in  January  1990  and  July  1993,  respectively.  With  the 
closure  and  realignment  of  Hamilton  Army  Aiifield  in  progress,  a  number  of  tenants  have  left 
the  installation  and  several  parcels  in  B^C  property  have  formal  agreements  in  place  for 
transfer.  These  changes  are  listed  below: 

Occupancy  Changes: 

*  TTie  U.S.  Army  Reserve  Aviation  Suj^rt  Facility  1127  and  U.S.  Army 
Operational  Support  Airlift  Command  detachments  have  left  Hamilton  Army 
Airfield.  Building  86  is  currently  occupied  by  the  Vickers  Vimy  1994  Project. 

*  Itie  12th  Special  Forces  Unit  of  the  4th  Army  has  vacated  Building  84. 

*  With  the  excq>tion  of  a  small  amount  of  suf^lies  stored  in  Building  82,  the  343rd 
U.S.  Army  Reserve  Medical  Detachment  (Air  Ambulance)  Unit  has  vacated  the 
installation. 
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4r  The  U.S.  Army  Regional  Training  Site  (Intelligence)  unit  has  consolidated 
operations  into  Buildings  138  and  140  property  and  has  vacated  Building  S12. 

*  The  majority  of  hospital  Building  515  has  been  vacated. 

A  number  of  environmentally  significant  changes  have  also  occurred  in  the  BRAC  property  since 
the  Enhanced  PA  and  Final  Environmental  Investigation  Report  was  completed.  These  changes 
were  identified  during  tte  two  CERFA  site  visit.  These  changes  are  as  follows: 

★  Soil  removal  remediation  of  the  POL  Area  BRAC  property  has  been  completed 
and  a  groundwater  treatment  building  has  been  constructed  on  the  site.  Buildings 
736,  737,  and  738  have  been  razed. 

*  Changes  have  occurred  related  to  the  fuel  storage  facilities  at  the  aircraft 
maintenance  area.  The  l.OOB-gallon,  1,200-gallon,  and  2,400-gallon  cecity 
trucks  rqxnted  in  the  Enhanced  PA  had  been  replaced  with  one  5,000-gallon 
truck  at  the  time  of  the  first  CERFA  site  visit  in  Sqrtember  1993.  The  truck  was 
parked  northwest  of  Building  86.  At  the  time  of  the  second  CERFA  site  visit  in 
March  1994  the  truck  was  no  longer  present.  Two  5,0(X)  fuel  trailers  rqrlaced 
the  former  600-gallon  fuel  pod  located  east  of  Building  87  identified  in  the 
Enhanced  PA. 

★  Evidence  of  potential  petroleum  releases  (lack  of  vegetation  and  petroleum  odor 
in  surface  soUs)  was  noted  during  the  CERFA  site  visit  at  the  suspected 
underground  storage  tank  site  behind  Building  26. 

★  A  leak  was  rqxrrted  in  the  recorded  underground  storage  tank  at  Building  41  in 
February  1993.  The  tank  was  taken  out  of  service  after  the  leak  was  discovered. 
Anecdotal  evidence  collected  during  the  CERFA  investigation  indicates  the 
possible  presence  of  a  second  underground  storage  tank  at  the  site. 

*  Aboveground  tanks  not  identified  in  prior  environmental  documents  were 
identified  at  Buildings  IS,  26,  35,  and  39  during  the  CERFA  site  visit.  In 
addition,  underground  storage  tanks  are  suspected  to  be  present  at  Buildings  20 
and  26  based  on  building  Unction  although  there  is  no  documented  or  visual 
evidence  indicating  their  presence. 

USAEC  has  contacted  the  Presidio  of  San  Francisco  regarding  underground  storage  tank  leaks 
and  transformer  leak  concerns.  The  Presidio  of  San  Francisco  Directorate  of  Public  Works  is 
responsible  for  the  cleanup  of  these  areas;  funds  are  available  for  this  purpose. 
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Investigation  Results 


This  section  describes  the  renilts  of  the  CERFA  investigation.  The  first  part  describes  all  areas 
within  the  BRAC  property  that  have  been  addressed  in  reports  prior  to  the  CERFA  investigation, 
and  the  second  part  describes  all  areas  within  tlM  BRAC  property  that  have  not  been  addressed 
in  previous  iqrorts.  The  third  part  idratifies  adjacent  properties  that  may  be  poterttial  sources 
of  (xmtamirtttion.  The  fourth  part  describes  areas  containing  items  not  r^lat^  by  CERCLA, 
arxl  the  fifth  part  describes  areas  where  mnediation  has  occurred.  Part  six  d^rttres  real 
property  within  the  BRAC  property  that  will  be  retained  by  the  Army. 

4.1  Previously  Identified  Areas  Requiring  Environmental  Evaluations 

This  part  describes  both  existing  areas  requiring  enviromnental  evaluations  and  those  that  have 
undergone  change. 

4.1.1  Existing  Areas  Requiring  Environmental  Evaluations 

Table  4-1  lists  all  the  areas  within  BRAC  prt^rty  addressed  in  the  Enhanced  PA,  Final 
Envirorunental  Investigation  Rqxrrt  Technical  P^,  Final  Environmental  Investigation  Rqwrt 
and  Draft  Alternative  Assessment.  Site  numbers  in  the  table  correqx>nd  to  those  provided  in 
the  Draft  Alternative  Assessment.  Several  sites  were  not  included  in  the  Draft  Alternative 
Assessment  and  therefore  do  not  have  site  numbers.  The  Enhanced  PA  identified  13 
environmentally  significant  operations  at  Hamilton  Army  Airfield,  12  of  which  were  identified 
as  areas  requiring  environmental  evaluation  or  other  ftirther  action.  (A  former  radiological 
di^sal  site  was  identified  as  requiring  no  further  action.) 

The  Final  Envirorunental  Investigation  Technical  Plan  identifted  2  additional  environmentally 
signiflcant  operations  not  identified  in  the  Enhanced  PA  (a  PCB  drum  site  and  installation-wide 
radon).  The  plan  recommended  no  further  action  for  the  PCB  drum  disposal  site  because  it  had 
been  remediated,  and  it  confirmed  the  recommendation  of  the  Enhaiiced  PA  that  no  further 
action  needed  to  be  taken  regarding  the  former  radiological  site  because  it  had  also  been 
remediated.  The  Final  Environmmital  Investigation  Work  Plan  also  recommended  that  no  further 
action  needed  to  be  taken  in  connection  with  a  reported  bombing  range,  an  area  identified  in 
the  Enhanced  PA  because  the  presence  of  the  alleged  range  could  not  be  substantiated.  Finally, 
the  plan  concluded  that  further  action  for  two  environmmitally  significant  operations  (asbestos 
and  underground  storage  tank  management)  faU  outside  the  scope  of  an  environmental 
investigation.  In  total  10  areas  were  recommended  for  further  environmoital  evaluation  in  the 
Final  Environmental  Investigation  Rq»rt  Technical  Plan.  The  Final  Environmental  Investigation 
Rqwrt  evaluated  9  of  these  areas.  Mor  to  tte  start  of  the  environmental  investigation,  it  was 
determined  that  no  further  action  needed  to  be  taken  regarding  radon. 
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Table  4-1 

Previously  Ddekivied  Areas  REQumiNG  Environmental  Evaluation  in  BRAC 

Froterty,  Hamilton  Army  Airfield 
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A  ri^  assessment  was  completed  as  pait  of  the  Final  Environmental  Investigation  Report.  The 
risk  identified  in  the  "risk”  column  in  Table  4-1  is  any  risk  equal  to  or  above  the 
noncaicinogenic  hazard  index  of  1  or  the  carcinogenic  risk  factor  of  lE-06.  I 

Each  of  the  sites  identifled  during  prior  envirorunental  investigations  are  discussed  in  detail  in 
the  sections  below. 

POL  Ana:  The  former  POL  area  is  located  west  of  West  Boundary  Road  and  on  the  north  P 

flank  of  Reservoir  Hill.  The  area  is  af^roximately  220  feet  from  the  airfield  BRAC  prx^rty; 
it  contained  a  variety  of  fuel  storage  facilities  including  twenty  2S,000-galion  utKterground 
storage  tanks;  one  840,000'gallon  aboveground  tank  (aboveground  tank  2)  and  one  2S,(XX)-gallon 
aboveground  tank  used  to  store  JP-4  fuel;  one  750-gallon  underground  borage  tank  of 
undetermined  content;  and  fuel  lines  and  pumping  systems.  Several  buildings  that  stored  POL  I 

products  and  wastes  were  also  located  in  the  area.  All  21  underground  storage  tanks  and 
aboveground  tank  2  were  removed  in  1986  by  FT  Corporation.  The  25 ,000-gallon  aboveground 
tank,  pipelines  and  concrete  fuel  islands  were  removed  by  IT  Corporation  in  1990.  The 
buildings  in  the  area  were  demolished  more  recently. 

POL  storage  and  handling  at  the  POL  Area  resulted  in  soil,  bedrock,  and  groundwater  ^ 

contamination.  To  date  remediation  of  the  site  has  consisted  of  soil  arul  rock  removal.  The  first 
two  removal  efforts  were  conducted  by  IT  Corporation  in  1986  and  1990  under  contract  to  the 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers.  An  estima^  74,000  cubic  yards  of  soil  and  rock  were 
removed.  The  Enhanced  PA  recommended  soil  and  groundwater  sampling  in  the  area. 
Environmental  investigation  soil  and  groundwater  sample  and  analysis  results  indicated  the  ^ 

remedial  excavation  of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  has  bera  successful  in  removing 
significant  fuel  contaminated  soil  and  rock.  However,  residual  non-lead  fuel  contamination 
remains  both  in  the  groundwater  and  unsaturated  rock  on  the  ridge  beneath  the  former  location 
of  aboveground  storage  tank-2  and  the  alignment  of  the  recently  removed  fuel  supply  line  that 
formerly  led  from  aboveground  storage  tank-2  to  the  tank  farm.  Approximately  15,000  cubic  I 

yards  of  residual  contaminated  (above  1(X)  milligrams  per  kilogram  (mg/kg)  total  petroleum 
hydrocarbon  (TPH))  rock  were  estimated  to  remain  in  the  POL  Area  in  the  Envirorunental 
Investigation. 

Additional  soil/rock  excavation  was  underway  at  the  time  of  the  first  CERFA  site  visit  in  I 

September  1994  in  order  to  partially  remediate  residual  soil  contamirmtion  and  construct  a 
groundwater  treatmrat  facility  for  Landfill  26.  At  the  time  of  the  second  CERFA  site  visit  in 
March  1994,  soil  and  rock  removal  remediation  was  completed.  Contaminated  soil  was 
stockpiled  at  the  site  and  covered  for  use  as  fill  material  at  Landfill  26.  Groundwater  treatment 
plant  building  which  will  be  used  to  house  a  groundwater  treatment  system  for  from  Landfill  26  I 

and  the  POL  Area  was  also  built  on  the  site. 

Remedial  action  alternatives  for  the  POL  Area  were  investigated  in  the  alternatives  assessment 
for  the  BRAC  property  and  are  discussed  in  the  Draft  Alternatives  Assessment. 

Bum  Pit  Ana:  Until  1987,  one  of  the  concr^  pads  at  the  revetment  area  was  used  as  a  bum 
pit  for  fire  fighting  training.  Information  on  the  exact  materials  burned  was  not  available. 
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Results  of  the  Confumation  Study  for  Hazardous  Waste  completed  in  1987  indicate  shallow 
contaunination  around  and  under  the  concrete  pad.  The  contamiiumts  included  diesel  fuel, 
kerosene,  jet  fuel,  C11-C20  hydrocaitwns,  and  several  volatile  organics.  Concentrations  of 
metals  detected  in  the  Bum  pit  area  were  all  well  below  California’s  total  threshold  limit 
concentration.  The  Enhanced  PA  recomm^Kted  soil  sampling,  groundwater  well  installation, 
and  groundwater  sampling  around  the  concrete  pad  in  this  area. 

A  total  of  4  monitoring  wells,  2  test  pits,  and  S  surface  soil  sampling  locations  were  installed 
at  the  bum  pit  area  during  the  Envirorunental  Investigation.  TPH,  lead,  volatile  organic 
compounds,  and  semivolatile  organic  compounds  were  detected  in  soils  beneath  the  concrete  pad. 
TPH,  toluene,  semivolatile  organic  compounds  and  lead  were  detected  in  soils  on  the  perimeter 
of  the  pad.  Concentrations  were  assumed  to  be  in  the  tq)  8  feet  of  soil.  TPH,  volatile  organic 
compounds  (methyl  ethyl  ketone),  and  lead  were  detected  in  groundwater  in  area  wells.  A 
number  of  remedial  action  alternatives  were  investigated  in  the  Draft  Alternative  Analysis  to 
address  soil  contamination  at  the  bum  pit  for  development  and  wetland  r»ise  scenarios. 

Revetment  Area:  This  area  consists  of  28  turnouts  formerly  used  for  aircraft  paiidng  and 
maintenance  one  pad,  revetment  and  was  also  used  for  jet  engine  testing  (excluding  the  bum  pit). 
Fuel  and  oils  have  reportedly  been  filled  or  dumped  on  the  ground  in  this  area.  Soil  sampling 
and  the  installation  of  one  monitoring  well  were  recommended  in  the  Enhanced  PA  to  evaluate 
potential  contamination  in  this  area.  Three  groundwater  monitoring  wells,  3  test  pits,  and  16 
soil  boring  locations  were  installed  within  the  revetment  area  during  the  environmental 
investigation.  Soil  analysis  results  indicated  that  TPH  contamination  is  variable.  Approximately 
half  of  the  revetments  had  soil  TPH  concentrations  greater  than  50  mg/kg.  Pads  17,  20,  26,  and 
27  and  the  engine  test  pad  had  IPH  concentrations  greater  than  100  mg/kg.  Revetments  19  and 
22  did  not  demonstrate  significant  contamination.  Several  semivolatile  organic  compounds  were 
detected  in  some  revetment  area  soils  and  toluer^  was  encountered  in  a  test  pit  at  the  engine  test 
cell  but  concentrations  were  low;  the  higher  concentration  was  at  revetment  20  (36  mg/kg 
including  tentatively  identified  compounds).  Lead  was  detected  above  the  background 
concentration  range  in  soils  at  revetments  1,  2,  20,  and  27.  The  highest  concentration  was  at 
revetments  13  and  20  (44  mg/kg).  There  were  no  significant  detections  in  groundwater  samples. 

Several  remedial  action  alternatives  were  inve^gated  in  the  Draft  Alternative  Analysis  to 
address  contaminated  soils  at  the  revetment  areas  for  development  and  wetland  reuse  scenarios. 

Pump  Stations:  The  Enhanced  PA  identified  one  underground  storage  tank  and  three  above 
ground  storage  tanks  near  the  pump  stations.  Stained  soil  and  stressed  vegetation  were  noted 
at  several  of  these  locations.  The  Enhanced  PA  recommended  soil  borings  and  soil  sampling 
at  each  of  the  tank  locations.  One  monitoring  well  was  installed  near  Buildings  35  and  17  soil 
o  sediment  sample  locations  were  installed  in  the  pump  station  area  on  the  westside  of  the  east 
levee  during  the  Environmental  Investigation.  Nine  sediment  sample  locations  were  also 
installed  in  the  pump  stations  outfall  ditch  on  the  east  side  of  the  east  levee. 

Elevated  TPH,  semivolatile  organic  compounds,  and  lead  concentrations  were  found  at  each  of 
the  soil  boring  locations.  Maximum  concentrations  were  encountered  near  aboveground  storage 
Tank-6  at  Building  35.  TPH,  semivolatUe  organic  compounds,  and  lead  concentrations  at  that 
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site  were  332,000  mg/kg,  4,383  mg/kg,  and  410  mg/kg,  respectively.  Pump  station  outfall  ditch 
sediments  exhibited  varying  levels  of  TPH,  volatile  organic  compounds,  semivolatile  organic 
compounds,  and  metals  contamination.  The  highest  TPH  concentration  was  at  the  outfall  from 
Building  3S  (2,690  mg/kg).  The  highest  semivolatile  organic  compound  and  metals  (lead) 
concentrations  were  near  the  outfall  of  Building  39  (21.3  mg/kg  and  140  mg/kg,  respectively). 
The  groundwater  monitoring  well  at  the  pump  station  area  exhibited  no  TPH  or  semivolatile 
organic  compound  contamination  and  only  trace  lead  concentration  (12  micrograms  per  liter 
[pg/L]). 

The  Draft  Alternative  Analysis  investigated  remedial  action  alternatives  to  address  the 
contaminated  soils  at  the  pump  stations  for  development  and  wetland  reuse  scenarios. 

Former  Sewage  TreatmerU  Facility:  A  sewage  treatment  facility  was  located  at  Hamilton  Army 
Airfield  until  1986  after  which  time  all  sanitary  wastes  were  pumped  to  the  Novato  Sanitation 
District.  Since  then,  all  buildings  have  been  demolished;  only  tire  three  sludge  drying  beds 
remain.  Sampling  of  the  sludge  drying  beds  for  metals  and  pesticides/herbicides  was 
recommended  in  the  Enhanced  PA.  One  monitoring  well,  3  surface  water  sampling  locations, 
3  sediment  sampling  locations,  and  8  soil  sample  locations  were  installed  during  the 
Environmental  Investigation.  TPH  was  detected  in  the  paitially  remediated  sludge  drying  beds, 
at  a  maximum  concentration  of  2,600  mg/kg.  Volatile  organic  compound  (toluene),  semivolatile 
organic  compounds,  metals  (barium,  cadmium,  cqjper,  and  mercury),  pesticides,  and  PCBs  were 
also  detected  in  the  former  sludge  drying  bed  soils.  Semivolatile  organic  compounds  and  lead 
were  detected  in  pond  sediments  adjacent  to  Building  40.  Semivolatile  organic  compounds  were 
also  detected  in  sediments  in  the  area.  One  groundwater  well  contained  300  to  370  jug/L  volatile 
organic  compounds  and  290  to  3S0  (ig/L  semi-volatile  organic  compounds  including  230  ^g/L 
phenol,  76  /xg/L  methyl  ethyl  ketone,  200  ngfL  acetone,  and  1 .4  ^g/L  benzene.  Elevated  levels 
of  lead  were  detected  in  sediment  samples  collected  in  the  area  of  the  former  sewage  treatment 
plant  outfall  (45.8  mg/kg). 

In  the  Draft  Alternative  Analysis  a  number  of  remedial  action  alternatives  were  discussed  to 
address  the  contaminated  soils,  sediment,  and  groundwater  at  the  former  sewage  treatment  plant 
for  development  and  wetlands  reuse  scenarios. 

East  Levee  Landfill:  An  inactive  landfill  is  located  between  the  east  levee  and  the  bay  on  both 
the  Army  closure  and  State-owned  property.  Ninety  percent  of  the  landfill  is  below  sea  level 
at  high  tides,  which  results  in  continual  saturation  of  landfill  soils.  Soil  trenching  in  the  landfill 
conducted  during  the  Hazardous  Waste  Confirmation  Study  in  1987  found  low  concentrations 
of  TPH,  volatile  organic  compound,  semivolatile  organic  compounds,  and  some  metals  in 
shallow  soils.  The  &ihanced  PA  investigations  conducted  in  1989  indicated  that  only 
construction-related  debris  had  been  deposited  in  the  landfill.  The  ^ihanced  PA  recommended 
the  installation  of  two  monitoring  wells  and  the  collection  of  groundwater  samples.  During  the 
Environmental  Investigation,  5  monitoring  wells  were  installed  at  the  east  levee  landfill;  no 
significant  soil  contamination  were  found  in  samples  from  the  wells  borings.  Groundwater 
analyses  from  all  five  wells  showed  only  one  organic  detection,  28  /xg/L  of  methyl  ethyl  ketone. 
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A  number  of  remedial  action  alternatives  were  investigated  in  the  Draft  Alternatives  Analysts 
to  address  the  contaminated  soils  at  the  former  construction  debris  landfill. 

Aircruft  Aiamtenanee  Area:  The  Enhanced  PA  identified  the  handling  and  storage  of  oils,  fuels, 
and  other  aircraft-related  liquids  as  potential  contamination  sources  in  the  Aircraft  Maintenance 
Area.  The  various  hazardous  substance  and  POL  storage  areas  in  the  aircraft  maintenance  area 
are  shown  in  Figures  3-1,  3-2,  and  3-3  (see  Section  3.1.2).  The  Enhanced  PA  recommended 
that  soil  samples  should  be  collected  from  north  of  Building  87,  east  of  Building  87  and  at 
Storage  Area  2.  Sediment  samples  were  recommended  for  the  storm  sewer  located  within  and 
surrounding  the  maintenance  building.  The  Enhanced  PA  also  recommended  that  a  groundwater 
well  be  placed  immediately  downgradient  of  Storage  Area  3.  During  the  environmental 
investigation,  3  monitoring  wells,  6  soil  borings,  2  test  pits,  and  7  storm  sediment  sample  points 
were  installed;  semivolatUe  organic  compounds  and  lead  were  detected  in  drain  sediments. 
Maximum  concentrations  were  425  mg/kg  semivolatile  organic  compounds  and  690  mg/kg  lead. 
Sediment  samples  were  also  coUected  from  the  south  drainage  ditch  storm  sewer  outfall. 
Samples  exhibited  elevated  concentrations  of  TPH  (1,230  mg/kg),  semivolatile  organic 
compounds  (17.9  mg/kg),  and  lead  (168  mg/kg). 

Test  pits  at  Storage  Area  2  exhibited  TPH  concentrations  as  high  as  4,650  mg/kg.  Toluene  was 
also  detected  in  one  of  the  pits.  Semivolatile  organic  compounds  but  no  TPH  was  detected  in 
test  pit  soils  at  Storage  Area  3.  TPH  was  detected  in  two  soil  borings  at  Storage  Area  4;  the 
maximum  TPH  concentration  was  1 ,060  mg/kg.  Trace  amounts  of  volatile  organic  compounds, 
semivolatile  organic  compounds,  and  metals  were  detected  in  a  well  at  Storage  Area  2  and  on 
the  southwest  side  of  Building  86.  Metal  concentrations  were  also  elevated  in  groundwater 
samples  from  a  well  installed  at  Storage  Area  4. 

A  number  of  remedial  action  alternatives  were  investigated  in  the  Draft  Alternative  Assessment 
to  address  contaminated  soils,  sediments,  and  groundwater  at  the  aircraft  maintenance  area  for 
development  and  reuse  scenarios. 

JP~4  Lines:  A  12-inch  fuel  line  transported  JP-4  ftom  an  offloading  station  in  San  Pablo  Bay 
along  the  northern  boundary  of  the  airfield  BRAC  property  to  the  POL  Area  BRAC  property  and 
POL  areas  located  on  the  General  Services  Administration  sale  parcel.  A  6-inch  fiiel  line 
supplied  JP-4  from  the  POL  area  to  an  aircraft  fueling  point  consisting  of  additional  fuel  lines 
and  four  abandoned  fueling  stations  along  the  airfield  runway.  The  Enhanced  PA  recommended 
visual  testing  of  aboveground  portions  of  the  line  and  leak  testing  of  underground  portions  of 
the  line  to  identify  the  presence  of  any  releases  from  the  fuel  transport  and  distribution  system. 

During  the  environmental  investigation,  soil  gas  surveys  were  conducted  along  the  12-inch  fuel 
line.  Soil  gas  surveys  and  shallow  soil  sampling  were  conducted  along  the  6-inch  fuel  line  and 
in  the  area  of  the  abandoned  fueling  stations  and  associated  fuel  lines.  Toluene,  o-xylene  and 
m-xylene  were  detected  in  varying  concentrations  at  various  locations  along  the  12-inch  fuel  line. 
The  highest  concentration  was  106  parts  per  billion  toluene  at  a  location  west  of  revetment  16. 
TPH  and  lead  were  detected  in  varying  concentrations  at  various  locations  along  the  6-inch  fuel 
line  and  in  the  fueling  station  area.  The  highest  concentrations  were  123  mg/kg  TPH  and  160 
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mg/kg  lead.  Benzene  and  ethylbenzene  were  also  detected  near  the  southern  portion  of  the  6- 
inch  ^el  line  at  concentrations  of  638  parts  per  billion  and  88  parts  per  billion,  respectively. 

A  number  of  remedial  action  alternatives  were  investigated  in  the  Draft  Alternative  Analysis  to 
address  contaminated  soils  associated  with  the  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  fuel  lines  and  Aieling 
stations  for  development  and  wetland  reuse  scenarios. 

Aboveground  Tanks:  The  Enhanced  PA  identified  11  aboveground  tanks  within  the  BRAC 
prt^rty;  2  tanks  at  the  POL  Area;  1  tank  at  Building  15;  1  tank  at  Building  26;  1  tank  at 
Building  35;  1  tank  at  Building  39;  1  tank  at  Building  40;  1  fuel  pod  and  3  fuel  tanks  associated 
with  Building  86. 

The  Enhanced  PA  also  noted  the  former  840,000  gallon  aboveground  storage  tank  at  the  POL 
Area  (which  was  removed  in  1986)  and  the  possible  historical  presence  of  aboveground  tanks 
at  the  former  sewage  treatment  plant.  Staining  was  associated  with  aboveground  tanks  associated 
with  the  pump  stations,  particularly  the  one  at  Building  35.  The  report  also  noted  prior 
investigations  conducted  at  the  former  840,000-gallon  aboveground  tank  site  at  the  POL  Area 
where  five  of  27  soil  samples  indicated  the  presence  of  fuel  hydrocarbons  at  levels  exceeding 
1,000  parts  per  million.  The  Enhanced  PA  recommended  soil  sampling  at  each  of  the  pump 
station  tank  sites  as  well  as  at  the  POL  Area. 

The  Technical  Plan  for  the  environmental  investigation  discussed  an  additional  aboveground 
storage  tank  not  identified  in  the  Enhanced  PA,  located  at  Building  442  on  Parcel  A2.  The  plan 
indicates  that  Army  personnel  had  reported  le^ge  from  the  tank  into  a  utility  trench  at  the  site 
in  the  past. 

The  envirorunental  investigation  evaluated  potential  releases  from  aboveground  tanks  at  POL 
Area,  the  pump  stations  and  the  former  sewage  treatment  plant  and  the  Building  442  site. 
Investigations  were  not  conducted  for  aboveground  tanks  at  Buildings  15,  26,  or  86  because  no 
suspected  releases  were  identified  for  these  tanks  in  prior  environmental  assessment  documents. 
Investigations  conducted  at  the  Building  442  aboveground  storage  tank  site  included  the 
installation  of  9  soil  gas  and  3  shallow  surface  sample  locations  at  the  site.  Five  soil  borings 
were  also  made  and  groundwater  samples  were  collected  from  an  existing  groundwater 
monitoring  well  in  the  area.  Levels  of  TPH  and  benzene,  toluene,  ethylbenzene,  xylene  in  the 
soil  gas  survey  and  near  surface  soil  survey  analysis  results  were  below  limits  of  detection. 
Analysis  of  de^r  soil  and  groundwater  near  the  tank  indicated  the  presence  of  diesel  fuel  at 
the  detection  limit  of  the  analysis  method.  Subsequent  sampling  of  the  groundwater  by  the  U.S. 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Sacramento  District,  yielded  nondetectable  results  for  TPH  (diesel), 
TPH  (JP-4),  benzene,  toluene,  ethylbenzene,  and  xylene  analysis.  The  preliminary  assessment 
for  Parcel  A2  indicated  that  based  on  these  data,  it  appears  the  residua)  groundwater  underlying 
Parcel  A2  is  not  contaminated  by  fuel  residuals.  TTie  site  was  not  considered  in  the  Draft 
Alternatives  Assessment. 

Transformers:  The  presence  of  PCBs  in  transformers  on  the  Army  closure  property  is  a 
potential  concern  due  to  the  diverse  nature  of  past  activities  prior  to  restriction  of  these 
compounds  around  1977.  A  survey  of  electrical  transformers  at  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  was 


completed  in  1987  as  part  of  the  Confirmation  Study  for  Hazardous  Waste.  Thirteen  of  the 
transformers  tested  were  on  BRAG  property.  Only  one  of  the  transformers  sampled  contained 
PCBs  greater  than  2S  parts  per  million.  This  was  a  pole-mounted  transformer  located  between 
Buildings  443  and  445  on  the  Parcel  A2  BRAC  property. 

A  visual  inspection  of  the  transformers  on  the  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  BRAC  property  was 
conducted  during  the  Enhanced  PA.  No  transformers  were  found  leaking  and  no  rusted 
transformer  housings  were  noted. 

An  additional  transformer  sampling  program  was  conducted  during  the  environmental 
investigation.  Fifty-four  transformers  of  which  8  were  found  to  contain  PCBs  at  levels  greater 
than  the  USEPA  hazardous  threshold  of  SO  parts  per  million.  These  units  were  located  on 
concrete  transformer  pads  outside  Buildings  IS  and  40,  in  a  concrete  contaminant  outside 
Building  86,  in  the  b^ments  of  Buildings  442  and  SIS,  and  on  a  telephone  pole  between 
Buildings  443  and  44S.  Thirteen  transformers  were  found  to  contain  PCBs  at  levels  less  than 
or  equal  to  SO  parts  per  million  and  greater  than  or  equal  to  S  parts  per  million,  which  classifies 
them  as  hazardous  under  State  of  California  regulations.  Thirty-three  transformers  were  found 
to  contain  PCBs  at  levels  less  than  S  parts  per  million. 

thiring  the  environmental  investigation,  oil  staining  was  noted  on  the  concrete  floor  around  the 
transformers  in  Building  SIS,  the  concrete  pad  for  transformers  at  Building  40,  ir.  the  concrete 
contaminant  for  transformers  at  Building  86,  and  on  a  transformer  pad  at  the  POL  Area. 
Although  no  evidence  of  release  was  noted;  one  of  the  transformer  housing  for  the  pole-mounted 
transformers  between  Buildings  443  and  44S  was  observed  to  be  rusting.  Each  of  these  locations 
has  transformers  contaminated  with  PCBs  in  excess  of  50  parts  per  million.  The  transformers 
at  the  POL  Area  tested  non-detect  for  PCBs.  Two  transformers  located  near  the  boat  launch  at 
the  southeast  corner  of  the  runway  could  not  be  sampled  because  they  were  overturned  and 
empty.  Soil  samples  collected  in  the  vicinity  of  these  transformers  tested  non-detect  for  PCBs. 

The  Presidio  of  San  Francisco  has  been  notified  of  the  leaking  transformers  found  at  the 
installation  during  the  various  surveys  and  site  inspections.  Funds  are  available  to  complete 
operation  and  maintenance  on  leaking  transformers. 

Asbestos:  Because  of  the  historic  nature  of  Hamilton  Army  Airfield,  it  is  likely  that  asbestos- 
containing  materials  were  used  in  the  construction  or  operation  of  the  facilities.  In  1989  an 
asbestos  survey  was  conducted  to  determine  asbestos-containing  material  at  Hamilton  Army 
Airfield.  The  survey  identified  20  buildings  on  BRAC  property  with  asbestos-containing 
materials.  The  Enhanced  PA  identified  29  sites  in  9  buildings  where  immediate  actions  were 
needed  to  remove  asbestos.  The  Enhanced  PA  also  identified  149  sites  in  22  building  where 
additional  inspection  and  maintenance  of  asbestos  materials  was  required.  Asbestos  was  not 
investigated  in  the  environmental  investigation  or  Draft  Alternatives  Analysis  because  further 
action  related  to  asbestos  is  a  operation  and  maintenance  function  outside  the  scope  of  such 
investigations. 

Former  Radiological  IHsposal  Site:  Two  metal  culverts  containing  electron  tubes  and  wave 
guides  were  buried  in  the  northeast  corner  of  the  airfield  BRAC  property  at  an  undetermined 
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time.  The  culverts  were  recovered  by  Chem-NucJear  under  contract  to  the  U.S.  Amy  in  1988. 
Exhumation  generated  13  drums  of  low-level  radioactive  waste  which  was  disposed  to  a  licensed 
burial  site.  The  site  was  subsequently  released  to  unrestricted  use  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers.  The  Enhanced  PA  and  ^vironmental  Investigation  Technical  Plan  concluded  that 
no  further  action  was  required  at  the  site  because  it  was  fully  remediated. 

Bombing  Range:  A  verbal  report  in  the  Enhanced  PA  indicated  possible  bombing  areas  at 
Hamilton  Army  Airfield.  One  was  reportedly  located  near  the  East  Levee  Landfill,  one  north 
of  the  revetment  area,  and  one  at  the  northwestern  end  of  the  runway.  These  areas  rept)iiedly 
extended  to  non-Army  properties.  No  other  information  learned  during  the  course  of  the 
Enhanced  PA  investigation  substantiated  the  bombing  range  claim. 

The  Enhanced  PA  recommended  further  document  reviews  to  determine  whether  the  reported 
ranges  existed.  Record  reviews  were  conducted  during  the  completion  of  the  Environmental 
Investigation  Technical  Plan.  No  evidence  could  be  found  to  substantiate  the  presence  of  the 
ranges.  The  Technical  Plan  therefore  indicated  no  further  action  for  the  site. 

There  has  been  no  additional  evidence  to  support  the  presence  of  bombing  ranges  on  the 
Hamilton  Anry  Airfield  BRAC  property  identified  during  any  subsequent  investigations.  The 
presence  of  such  ranges  was  not  identified  in  the  USEPA  analysis  of  aerial  photographs  of  the 
property  taken  between  1952  and  1987.  No  physical  or  documented  evidence  of  a  range  was 
identified  during  the  environmental  investigation.  No  records  on  the  discovery  of  bombing  range 
related  materials  in  the  plowed  farmlands  around  the  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  have  been 
identified.  Physical  evidence  or  other  records  of  bombing  ranges  were  not  identified  during  the 
CERFA  windshield,  waUc-through,  and  aerial  site  surveys. 

Hamilton  Army  Airfield  is  an  unlikely  location  for  a  bombing  range.  It  is  not  large  enough  to 
provide  a  safe  bombing  area.  In  addition,  the  surrounding  property  has  historically  been  used 
for  farming  and  residences.  The  operation  of  a  bombing  range  in  these  surroundings  is  atypical. 
The  lack  of  substantiating  documentation  or  physical  evidence  for  the  ranges  identified  in  any 
of  the  site  investigations  conducted  since  the  Enhanced  PA  and  in  conjunction  with  the 
unlikelihood  of  the  site  as  a  bombing  range  due  to  safety  considerations  support  the 
Environmental  Investigation  Technical  Plan  conclusion  that  there  never  was  a  bombing  range  at 
Hamilton  Army  Airfield. 

Underground  Storage  Tanks:  The  Enhanced  PA  identified  the  former  or  current  presence  of 
more  than  29  underground  storage  tanks  located  on  the  BRAC  property  as  follows:  2 1  tanks 
removed  from  the  POL  Area  in  1986;  possible  tanks  at  Buildings  26,  35,  38,  39,  40,  41,  and 
521  and  under  the  aircraft  runway;  and  possible  tanks  removed  from  the  former  sewage 
treatment  plant. 

The  Enhanced  PA  recommended  soil  boring/samples  and  groundwater  samples  at  the  POL  Area; 
it  also  recommended  that  the  presence  of  other  tanks  be  confirmed  through  excavation  or 
geophysical  testing,  and  that  those  tanks  left  in  place  be  tested  for  leaks. 
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The  Environmental  Investigation  Technical  Plan  indicated  underground  storage  tank  identification 
and  management  lies  beyond  scope  of  the  study.  However,  the  plan  and  subsequent 
environmental  investigation  did  consider  underground  storage  tank  releases  at  the  POL  Area,  and 
the  pump  station  area  and  the  former  sewage  treatment  plant  (see  Sections  4.1).  The 
environmental  investigation  confirmed  the  presence  of  one  underground  storage  tank  at  Building 
41. 

PCB  Drum  Release:  On  November  2,  1989,  an  abandoned  55-gallon  drum  was  discovered  in 
the  northern  corner  of  the  airfield  BRAG  by  property  security  personnel.  The  drum  was  dumped 
in  a  low  unpaved  area  just  inside  the  earthen  levee  that  surrounds  the  airfield.  The  drum  was 
found  lying  on  its  side  with  several  holes  in  it  from  which  a  black  oily  substance  leaked  onto  the 
ground.  The  U.S.  Coast  Guard  Pacific  Strike  Team,  which  is  stationed  at  Building  85,  sampled 
the  contents  of  the  drum  and  found  PCBs  at  levels  of  2,000  parts  per  million.  The  drum  and 
plastic  bag  were  removed  and  properly  disposed  of  in  the  summer  of  1990.  Soil  samples 
collected  near  the  drum  were  uncontaminated  by  PCBs.  As  a  result,  the  Environmental 
Investigation  Technical  Plan  indicated  that  no  further  action  was  needed. 

Radon  in  Buildings:  A  radon  survey  has  not  been  conducted  on  the  BRAC  property.  The 
Environmental  Investigation  Technical  Plan  recommended  radon  screening  of  buildings  on  the 
Hamilton  Army  Airfield  BRAC  property  which  were  or  had  the  potential  for  frequent 
occupancy.  Prior  to  the  initiation  of  the  Bivironmental  Investigation  field  effort,  additional 
investigations  were  conducted  to  determine  the  necessity  of  radon  testing  at  Hamilton  Army 
Airfield.  Radon  test  data  for  the  Navy  housing  unit  located  adjacent  to  BRAC  property  was 
evaluated;  test  data  did  not  indicate  the  presence  of  radon  above  4  picoCuries.  Interviews  were 
also  conducted  with  U.S.  Geological  Survey  rqpresentatives  who  indicated  that  radon  is  not 
present  in  BRAC  property  geologic  formations.  As  a  result,  it  was  determined  that  no  further 
action  was  necessary  in  connection  with  radon.  Radon  was  eliminated  from  the  environmental 
investigation  scope  of  work. 

4.2  Additional  Areas  Identified  by  CERFA  Investigation 

4.2.1  Existing  Area  Requiring  Environmental  Investigation  That  Have  Expanded  in  Size 

A  number  of  areas  requiring  environmental  evaluation  that  were  identified  in  the  Enhanced  PA 
and  final  environmental  investigation  report  have  expianded  in  number  of  sites,  presence  or 
extent  of  releases,  or  other  characteristics.  These  areas  which  includes  underground  storage 
tanks,  hazardous  substance  and  POL  storage  areas,  and  revetment  turnouts  are  described  in  this 
section.  Areas  requiring  environmental  evaluation  where  remediation  has  occurred  since  the 
time  of  the  environmental  investigation  are  described  in  Section  4.5. 

Electrical  Power  Generation  Buildings  Underground  Storage  Tanks:  Buildings  20  and  48 
contained  electrical  power  generators  used  to  supply  power  for  airfield  activities  such  as  runway 
lighting.  Fuel  for  such  generators  was  typically  provided  by  underground  storage  tanks  or 
aboveground  tanks  (see  descriptions  of  Buildings  15  and  26).  Such  f^el  storage  facilities  are 
therefore  expected  at  Buildings  20  and  48.  However,  tanks  were  not  identified  at  these  buildings 
in  prior  environmental  documents.  There  was  no  physical  evidence  of  these  storage  tanks  noted 
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at  the  time  of  the  CERFA  site  visits.  The  tanks  may  have  been  present  and  subsequently 
removed;  if  they  are  undeiiground  storage  tanks,  they  may  have  had  visible  aboveground  piping 
(voM  pipes  and  fill)  disconnected.  I 

During  the  CERFA  site  visits  undocummited  evidence  of  a  possible  release  was  noted  at  Building 
26.  Soils  behind  the  building  a  lacked  v^etation  and  had  a  petroleum  odor.  An  abandoned 
underground  fill  pipe  was  also  noted  in  the  area. 

BuiUSng  41  Underground  Storage  Tank:  One  underground  storage  tank  has  been  documented  ^ 

at  Building  41 .  Installation  personnel  indicate  the  presence  of  a  second  underground  storage  tank 
at  the  location  during  the  ^t  CERFA  site  visit.  Evidence  of  two  underground  storage  tank 
tiller  pipes  were  also  noted  at  the  site  during  the  CERFA  site  visit. 

Facility  personiml  indicated  that  a  leak  was  d^ected  in  one  of  the  underground  storage  tanks  at  ^ 

Building  41.  The  release  was  repotted  to  the  tqrprx^riate  regulatory  authorities  and  was  taken 

out  of  service  February  1993;  it  is  not  known  whether  the  leak  was  from  the  underground 

storage  tank  identified  in  the  Enhanced  PA  or  if  the  leak  is  from  the  second  underground  storage 

tank  rqx)tted  to  be  located  at  Building  41.  ^ 

Aboveground  Fuel  Storage  Tanks:  Five  previously  unidentified  aboveground  tanks  were  noted 
during  the  CERFA  site  visits.  An  aboveground  ta^  with  an  estimated  capacity  of  2S0  gallons 
was  observed  outside  Building  IS,  a  former  electrical  power  generator  building.  The  tank  was 
empty.  There  was  no  visual  evidence  of  releases  from  the  tank.  An  aboveground  tank  with  an 
•  estimated  capacity  of  250  gallons  was  observed  inside  Stormwater  Pump  Building  3S.  An  ^ 

aboveground  tank  with  an  estimated  aq)acity  of 250  gallons  was  observed  mounted  to  the  outside 
of  the  east  wall  of  Building  39.  Hie  tanks  contained  product  at  the  time  of  the  CERFA  site 
visit.  An  aboveground  tank  with  an  estimated  oqiacity  of  500  gallons  was  observed  outside 
Building  41  during  the  CERFA  site  visit.  Finally,  an  abov^round  tank  with  an  estimated 
capacity  of  250  gallons  was  discovered  inside  Building  26.  I 

POL  and  Paint  Storage  and  Disposal:  The  Enhanced  PA  identified  a  number  of  buildings  and 
storage  areas  where  POL  products  and  wastes  and  hazardous  materials  and  wastes  were 
generated  and  ^ored.  Several  storage  and  di^sal  locations  that  were  not  identified  in  the 
Enhanced  PA  were  noted  during  the  CERFA  investigation.  » 

The  installation  real  estate  inventory  identities  Buildings  84,  90,  and  93  as  the  site  of  a  former 

aviation  maintenance  shop.  As  such,  they  were  likely  to  have  had  storage  for  POL,  flammables, 

and  paint.  In  addition,  installation  personnel  indicated  that  Building  90  had  been  used  as  a 

drummed  POL  storage  building.  During  the  second  CERFA  site  visit,  a  rusted  locker  was  also  I 

noted  discarded  in  the  back  of  Building  26.  Several  old  1-gallon  cans  of  paint  were  observed 

in  the  locker. 

Two  POL  storage  areas  not  previously  idmititied  were  observed  during  the  CERFA  site  visits. 

The  first  area  was  located  in  an  uiqnved  area  at  the  northwest  comer  of  Building  40  in  the  l 

stormwater  pump  station  area.  At  the  time  of  the  site  visit  the  (bums  stored  at  the  location  had 
been  removed.  Indentations  in  the  ground  itKbcated  that  at  least  six  drums  had  been  stored  in 
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the  area.  Informatitm  on  the  content  of  the  dnuns  and  the  length  of  time  they  had  been  stored 
in  the  area  was  not  determined.  Evidmice  of  releases  from  the  stoiai^  area  (consisting  of  stained 
soil  in  an  area  {approximately  six  square  feet)  was  noted  at  the  time  of  the  CERFA  site  visit. 

The  second  storage  area  was  located  at  the  base  of  Building  41  (under  its  southwest  comer),  also 
in  pump  station  area.  The  storage  area  consisted  of  a  single  ^igoted  dnim  of  turbine  oil  placed 
in  a  dium-di^nsing  rack.  The  drum  was  locsued  on  a  concrete  pad.  Information  regarding 
the  length  of  time  the  drum  had  been  stored  in  the  location  was  not  determined.  During  the 
CERFA  site  visits,  it  was  observed  that  the  staining  on  the  concrete  pad  below  the  dram 
di^rensing  rack  extended  to  the  edge  of  the  pad  and  onto  the  unpaved  ground. 

Changes  have  also  occurred  in  relation  to  JP-4  fuel  storage  facilities  at  the  aircraft  maintenance 
area.  The  1 ,000-gallon,  1 ,200-gallon,  and  2,400-gallon  capacity  tracks  rqx>rted  in  the  Enhanced 
PA  have  been  rq>laced  with  one  S,(KX)-gallon  track.  The  track  is  parked  northwest  of  Building 
86.  Two  S,000-gallon  fuel  trailers  have  rqrlaced  the  former  6(X)-gallon  fuel  pod  located  east 
of  Building  87. 

Revetment  Turnouts:  Four  unpaved  aircraft  revetment  turnouts  were  noted  in  historical  aerial 
photogr!q)hs  reviewed  during  the  CERFA  investigation;  they  were  also  shown  in  historical 
installation  maps  not  in  the  previous  environmental  rqx>rts.  The  unpaved  revetment  areas  include 
revetment  turnouts  9,  11,  12,  and  23.  Aerial  photographs  of  these  areas  indicate  the  presence 
of  staining.  It  is  likely  that  the  urqraved  rev^ent  turnouts  exhibit  TPH  soil  contamination 
similar  to  that  identified  at  the  paved  revetments  in  the  installation  Environmental  Investigation. 

4.2.1  Additional  Areas  Identified  by  the  CERFA  Investigation 

One  new  environmental  concern  consisting  of  two  ditch  sediment  dredge  disposal  sites  was 
identified  during  the  second  CERFA  site  visit  conducted  in  March  1994. 

The  installation’s  perimeter  drainage  ditch  was  r^rtedly  dredged  in  1992  and  again  in  the 
fall/winter  of  1993/1994.  Spoils  from  the  1992  dredging  were  deposited  in  various  locations 
along  the  north  side  of  Perim^r  Road,  just  to  the  west  of  Building  20.  Spoils  from  the 
1993/1994  dredging  were  dqxisited  in  the  Rev^ent  Area,  on  the  south  side  of  the  revetment 
taxiway,  between  Revetmmits  10  and  7.  An  estimated  200  cubic  yards  of  spoils  have  been 
dqxisited  in  this  area. 

The  dredge  ^ils  were  observed  to  consist  of  sediment  and  vegetative  matter  that  has  built  up 
in  the  bottom  of  the  concr^  ditches.  The  character  of  the  dredge  material  has  not  been 
identiEed.  The  dredge  spoil  material  may  be  a  concern  if  it  contains  contaminants  from  the 
aircraft  storm  drainage  system  or  other  drainage  sources. 

4.3  Adjacent  and  Surrounding  Properties 

Several  properties  of  different  ownership  and/or  administration  surround  tiie  airfield,  POL  Area, 
and  Ho^itd  Hill  BRAC  properties.  The  airfield  BRAC  property  is  bounded  by  State-owned 
land,  privately  owned  farrnlaiKi,  and  the  Ignacio  Reservoir  to  the  north;  State-owned  land  to  the 
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east;  privately  owned  farmland  to  the  south;  and  the  General  Services  Administration  sale  parcel 
to  the  west.  A  parcel  owned  by  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  is  also  located  to  the  west  of  the  airfield 
BRAC  property.  A  residential  development  (Bel  Marin  Keys)  and  a  commercial  and  light 
industri^  paric  are  located  a[^roximately  1-mile  north  of  the  airfield,  buffered  by  the  State-  ^ 

owned  land,  privately  owned  farmland,  and  the  Ignacio  Reservoir,  respectively.  The  POL  Area, 

Parcel  A2,  and  Parcel  A3  BRAC  properties  are  surrounded  by  General  Services  Administration 
sale  property.  The  Hospital  Hill  BRAC  property  is  surrounded  by  the  General  Services 
Administration  sale  property  and  the  U.S.  Navy  housing  property. 

4.3.1  Existing  or  Potential  Pathways  of  Contamination  Migration 

Topographic  and  hydrogeological  information  for  the  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  BRAC  property 
provided  in  existing  environmental  documents  was  reviewed  to  assess  potential  contamination 
migration  pathways  onto  the  property  from  adjacent  properties.  This  information  was  used  in  I 

combination  with  data  on  potential  contamination  sources  on  adjacent  and  surrounding  property 
to  determine  if  there  were  any  existing  or  potential  environmental  impacts  on  the  Hamilton  Army 
Airfield  BRAC  property  from  off-site  sources.  Contamination  source  data  were  obtain^ 
through  record  searches,  review  of  existing  environmental  reports,  personnel  interviews,  and 
property  site  visits.  The  result  of  these  adjacent  and  surrounding  property  evaluations  are  t 

described  below. 

Potential  pathways  of  contamination  onto  the  BRAC  property  are  from  stormwater  runoff  and 
groundwater  migration.  Onsite  drainage  onto  the  BRAC  property  occurs  in  seveiaJ  locations. 

The  same  system  that  services  the  airfield  portion  of  the  BRAC  property,  the  POL  Area,  I 

Hospital  Hill,  Parcels  A2  and  A3  BRAC  properties  also  provides  drainage  for  the  hangar  and 
building  complex  on  the  General  Services  Administration  ^e  parcel.  Landfill  26  on  the  General 
Services  Administration  Sale  Property  and  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  parcel.  In  addition,  the 
drainage  ditch  located  on  the  airfield  BRAC  property,  outside  of  the  south  levee,  is  fed  by 
surface  runoff  from  the  U.S.  Navy  housing  unit  and  farmland  located  to  the  south.  A  2,575  foot  ^ 

gap  exists  in  the  northern  levee  and  subjects  the  BRAC  property  to  the  same  flooding  from  the 
State-owned  tidal  wetlands.  Finally,  during  high  tides,  when  the  Novato  Creek  backs  up,  the 
excess  water  flows  into  the  Ignacio  Reservoir  and  then  through  siphons  in  the  west  levee  into 
the  airfield  northern  drainage  ditch. 

In  general,  groundwater  flow  onto  the  BRAC  pnqierty  is  not  expected  to  be  significant.  Most  ^ 

of  the  airfield  BRAC  property  and  Parcels  A2  and  A3  are  in  an  area  of  low  hydraulic 
conductivity  as  a  result  of  the  underlying  Bay  Mud  in  the  area.  This  may  inhibit  rapid 
movement  of  groundwater  to  this  portion  of  the  BRAC  property. 

The  Hospital  Hill  BRAC  property  is  in  an  area  that  is  likely  to  be  more  hydrogeologically  active  ^ 

than  the  airfield  area.  Soils  in  the  area  are  sandy  and  gravelly  loams  that  tend  to  have  a  higher 

hydraulic  conductivity  than  relatively  impermeable  Bay  Mud.  No  groundwater  mapping  has 

been  conducted  in  the  area.  However,  the  Ho^ital  HiU  area  is  located  on  a  minor  topographic 

high.  Groundwater  flow  may  follow  the  local  topography  in  the  area,  subsequently  flowing 

away  from  the  Hospital  Hill  BRAC  property.  I 
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4.3.2  Environmental  Concerns  from  A4iacent  and  Surrounding  Properties 


In  order  to  identify  pcMential  offsite  contamination  sources  for  the  Hamilton  Army  Airfield 
BRAC  property,  a  records  search  of  Federal  and  State  data  bases  (see  Section  2.2)  was 
conducted.  Tte  results  of  this  search  are  provided  in  Appendix  B.  The  search  indicated  the 
following: 

★  No  National  Priority  List  or  CERCLA  sites  are  located  within  a  2.S~mile  radius 
of  BRAC  property. 

★  No  RCRA  treatment,  storage,  or  disposal  facilities  are  located  within  a  2.5-mile 
radius  of  BRAC  property. 

★  No  RCRA  large-quantity  generators  are  located  within  a  1-mile  radius  of  the 
BRAC  property.  Thirteen  large-quantity  generators  are  located  within  a  2.5-mile 
radius  of  the  site.  Most  of  these  are  situated  in  the  commeicial/light  industrial 
development  northwest  of  the  inrtallation.  One  RCRA  small-quantity  generator 
was  id^tified  within  1-mile  of  BRAC  property.  The  generator  is  the  U.S.  Coast 
Guard  facility  located  at  Building  390,  adjacent  to  the  airfield  BRAC  property. 
Activities  on  this  adjacent  property  and  possible  impacts  on  BRAC  property  are 
described  in  more  detail  in  Section  4.3.  An  additional  12  small-quantity 
generators  are  located  within  a  2.5-mile  radius  of  the  site.  Most  of  these  are  also 
situated  in  the  commercial/light  industrial  develq>ment  northwest  of  the  site. 


★  One  hazardous  spill  within  a  2.5-mile  radius  of  BRAC  property  was  reported  in 
January  1992.  The  spill,  which  occurred  1.2  miles  northwest  of  the  installation, 
was  of  an  unknown  quantity  of  sulfuric  acid  from  an  unknown  source. 

★  Two  underground  storage  tank  sites  are  on  record  within  1-mile  of  BRAC 
property.  Six  tanks  are  rqwrtedly  located  at  the  U.S.  Navy  Exchange, 
approximately  0.5-mile  west  of  BRAC  property.  Two  additional  tanks  are 
reportedly  located  at  the  Novato  Chlorination  Station,  situated  on  land  north  of 
the  airfield  BRAC  property.  Activities  on  this  adjacent  property  and  possible 
impacts  on  BRAC  property  are  described  in  more  ctetail  in  Section  4.3.  Thirteen 
additional  tank  sites  are  located  within  2.5  miles  of  Hamilton  Army  Airfield,  6 
of  which  are  rqwrted  to  be  leaking. 


The  surrounding  properties  with  the  environmentally  significant  operations  described  above 
(excluding  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  and  City  of  Novato  facilities)  should  not  pose  pathways  of 
contamination  to  the  site.  All  properties  are  located  more  than  1-mile  away  from  BRAC 
property  except  for  one,  which  is  located  more  than  0.5  miles  away.  To  date,  environmental 
investigation  have  not  indicated  an  on-site  groundwater  flow  necessary  for  transport  of 
contamination  from  these  "remote"  offsite  sources  to  BRAC  prqjerty. 


Migration  of  contamination  from  these  sources  via  surface  water  flow  is  also  unlikely.  Surface 
water  flow  on-site  from  these  sources  is  circuitous  and  rarely  occurs.  The  only  possible  pathway 


» 
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is  as  follows:  contaminant  discharge  either  directly  or  indirectly  via  storm  sewer  into  Novato 
Creek  or  the  Ignacio  Reservoir,  contaminant  transport  across  the  length  of  the  reservoir,  and 
entry  onto  the  airfield  portion  of  BRAC  prcqieity  via  siphons  in  the  north  levee.  This  can  only 
occur  during  a  high  stormwater  event.  Tliere  is  no  environmental  investigation  data,  spill 
reports,  or  other  documentation  indicating  that  such  an  event  has  occurred. 

Some  environmentally  significant  operations  have  occurred  near  and/or  adjacent  to  the  Hamilton 
Army  Airfield  BRAC  properties.  These  activities  and  their  existing  or  potential  impact  on 
BRAC  property  are  described  below. 

POL  Area  2:  The  former  POL  area  is  located  north  of  the  flight  line  fire  station  near  West 
Boundary  Road.  The  area  is  in  the  General  Services  Administration  sale  parcel  approximately 
500  feet  west  of  the  airfield  BRAC  property.  The  POL  area  contained  five  25,000-gallon 
underground  storage  tanks  used  to  store  aviation  gas.  Two  pump  houses  (Buildings  332  and 
333)  were  located  adjacent  to  the  tanks.  The  pump  houses  and  tanks  were  removed  in  1986  by 
IT  Corporation.  Analytical  results  from  soil  samples  from  the  tank  excavations  indicated  volatile 
fuel  hydrocarbon  concentrations  ranging  from  nondetectable  to  992  parts  per  million. 
Groundwater  sample  analysis  results  from  wells  installed  in  the  area  indicated  nondetectable 
levels  of  volatile  fiiel  hydrocarbon.  The  tank  site  was  closed  without  any  further  remedial 
action.  Additional  associated  tank  fuel  line  removals  occurred  in  1990  and  move  recently  in  the 
winter  of  1994. 

There  is  no  information  available  on  groundwater  flow  or  current  condition  in  the  immediate 
area  of  the  POL  area.  However,  it  is  anticipated  that  because  of  the  distance  from  BRAC 
property,  the  low  hydraulic  conductivity  of  the  Bay  Mud  underlying  the  area,  and  the  limited 
soil  contamination  and  lack  of  groundwater  contamination  at  the  time  of  tank  removal,  the 
former  POL  area  should  not  present  an  adverse  environmental  impact  on  BRAC  property. 

POL  Area  3:  The  former  POL  area  is  located  along  Hangar  Avenue,  at  the  intersection  with 
2nd  Street.  The  area  is  in  the  General  Services  Administration  sale  parcel  approximately  550  feet 
west  of  the  airfield  BRAC  property.  The  POL  area  contained  twenty  25,000-gallon  and  one 
500-gallon  underground  storage  tanks,  used  primarily  to  store  aviation  fuel.  The  tanks  and  one 
building  in  the  area  (Building  308)  were  removed  in  1986  by  IT  Corporation.  Analytical  results 
from  soil  samples  from  the  tank  excavations  indicated  volatile  fuel  hydrocarbon  concentrations 
ranging  from  5.2  to  220  parts  per  million.  Groundwater  sample  analysis  results  from  an  existing 
well  in  the  area  did  not  indicate  the  presence  of  any  contaminants.  The  tank  site  was  closed 
without  any  further  remedial  action.  Additional  associated  tank  fuel  line  removals  occurred  in 
1990  and  move  recently  in  the  winter  of  1994. 

As  with  POL  Area  2,  there  is  no  information  available  on  groundwater  flow  or  current  condition 
in  the  immediate  area  of  POL  Area  3.  However,  it  is  anticipated  that  because  of  the  distance 
from  BRAC  property,  the  low  hydraulic  conductivity  of  the  Bay  Mud  underlying  the  area,  and 
the  limited  soil  contamination  and  lack  of  groundwater  contamination  at  the  time  of  tank 
removal,  former  POL  Area  2  should  not  have  an  adverse  impact  on  BRAC  property. 
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Lan4fiU  26:  The  former  installation  sanitary  landfill  is  located  west  of  the  north  end  of  the 
runway  between  Ammo  Hill  and  Reservoir  Hill.  The  landfill  is  in  the  General  Services 
Administration  sale  parcel,  approximately  800  feet  west  of  the  airfield  BRAC  property.  I 

The  landfill  comprises  an  area  of  approximately  23  acres.  SoU  contamination  including 
petroleum-related  chemicals,  metals,  arid  semivolatile  organics,  chlorinated  pesticides,  and  PCBs 
has  been  found  below  the  landHU.  Petroleum  hydrocarbons,  volatile  organics,  and  metals  have 
also  been  detected  in  groundwater  below  the  site.  This  groundwater  is  primarily  within  a 
shallow  unconfined  zone  associated  with  the  refuse  horizon.  * 

The  Army  signed  a  Record  of  Decision  for  the  remediation  of  Landfill  26  in  1989.  Construction 

of  a  landfill  c^  began  in  April  1994.  A  groundwater  pump  arxl  treat  system  has  been  installed 

to  treat  landfill  leachate  and  the  groundwater  in  the  area.  Wetlands  destruction  that  will  occur 

in  the  construction  of  the  cap  will  be  mitigated  by  flooding  an  area  in  the  northern  part  of  the  ^ 

airfield  runway. 

There  is  no  evidence  that  the  groundwater  contamination  associated  with  Landfill  26  has  affected 
the  environmental  quality  of  BRAC  prc^ity  ai^roximately  800  feet  away.  The  ongoing 
remediation,  as  well  as  the  distance  of  the  site  from  BRAC  property  and  the  Bay  Mud  geology  I 

in  the  area,  is  likely  to  prevent  contamination  migration  onto  BRAC  prr^rty  in  the  future. 

Building  750:  Building  7S0,  a  former  jet  aircraft  alert  hangar  constructed  in  1952,  was  located 

at  the  foot  of  Ammo  Hill  to  the  west  of  the  northern  end  of  the  airfield  runway.  The  building 

site  is  the  General  Services  Administration  sale  parcel  approximately  400  feet  from  the  airfield  I 

BRAC  property.  The  building  was  razed  in  January  1994  to  accommodate  the  Landfill  26 

wetlands  mitigation  plan  requirements. 

Two  1,000-gallon  underground  storage  tanks  containing  diesel  fuel  to  power  emergency 
generators  were  located  at  the  site.  The  two  tanks  were  removed  in  1986  by  IT  Corporation.  I 

Analytical  results  from  the  tank  excavations  indicated  the  presence  of  POL-related  contamination 
in  soils  and  groundwater.  The  two  tank  removal  sites  were  subsequently  remediated. 

Contaminated  overburden  soils  and  excavation  soils  with  a  volatile  fuel  hydrocarbon 
concentration  of  1,000  parts  per  million  or  greater  were  removed.  When  the  building  was 
demolished  in  early  1994,  additional  contamination  was  discovered  in  the  rear  of  the  building.  ^ 

It  has  been  postulated  that  the  contamination  could  have  been  caused  by  the  washing  and 
servicing  of  aircraft  in  the  building.  The  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  is  currently  conducting 
investigations  to  determine  the  character  degree  and  extent  of  contamination  at  the  site. 

There  is  no  information  available  on  groundwater  flow  or  current  condition  in  the  immediate 

area  of  Building  750.  Groundwater  sampling  has  been  completed  by  the  USAEC  in  the  area.  ^ 

However,  analytical  data  were  not  available  at  the  time  of  the  CERFA  investigation.  It  is 

anticipated  that  any  residual  contamination  that  may  be  present  at  Building  750  will  have 

minimal  impact  on  the  enviroiunental  quality  of  the  BRAC  pn^rty.  This  is  because  low 

hydraulic  conductivity  Bay  Mud  underlies  the  area,  groundwater  contamination  sources  at  the 

site  have  been  removed,  site  is  a  significant  distance  (over  350  feet)  from  BRAC  property.  • 
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BuOding  J29;  Building  329  is  a  fonner  jet  ei^ine  test  cdl  constnicted  in  19S9.  The  building, 
located  at  the  foot  of  Reservoir  Hill,  to  the  west  the  airfield  nuaway,  is  situmed  in  the  Geanal 
Services  Administration  sale  parcel  q)pfoxim^ly  400  feet  from  die  airfield  BRAC  property. 
Two  abandoned  abov^round  tanks  are  located  outside  the  building.  The  tanks  may  have  stored 
jet  fuel  for  use  in  engine  testing  operations.  The  tanks  were  inqwcted  during  the  CERFA  site 
visit.  The  size  and  current  contmit  of  the  two  tanks  were  not  determined.  There  was  no  visual 
evidence  of  release  noted  around  either  tank. 

A  fonner  drum  storage  area  was  reportedly  kx:atBd  at  Building  329.  Information  tm  the  exact 
location  of  the  storage  area,  and  the  numbw  and  contmit  of  the  drums,  has  not  been  determined. 
Soil  samples  collected  from  the  former  storage  area  during  the  conduct  of  the  Confumation 
Study  for  Hazardous  Waste  completed  in  1987  indicated  the  presence  of  hydrocarbon 
contamination,  including  hydrocarbrais  at  15,000  parts  per  million  and  metals  as  Ugh  as  480 
parts  per  millirai.  Further  sampling  has  not  bem  conduit  in  the  area. 

There  is  no  infonnation  available  on  groundwater  flow  or  current  groundwater  condition  in  the 
immediate  area  of  Building  329.  Its  impact  is  anticqiated  to  be  mininud  because  of  the  low 
hydrauUc  conductivity  mud  in  BRAC  property  in  the  area  and  the  distance  from  the  site  low  (300 
feet). 

Aufield  Industrial  Ana:  A  fonner  industrial  area  is  located  southwest  of  the  intersection  of 
Hangar  Avenue  and  2nd  Street  northwest  toward  West  Boundary  Road  in  the  Government 
Services  sale  parcel.  Currently  existing  buildings  in  this  area  include  Building  318,  a  former 
battery  storage  building,  and  Building  315,  a  former  flammables  storage  building  and  paint  shop. 
Former  storage  buildings  for  hazardous  substances  in  the  area  include  Buildings  305,  308,  arid 
310,  which  have  been  removed.  There  ate  no  reports  of  hazardous  substance  releases  from 
operations  conducted  in  and  around  diese  buildings.  Buildings  315  and  318  were  mnpty  at  the 
time  of  the  CERFA  site  visit. 


Several  former  POL  areas  ate  located  in  the  airfield  industrial  area.  Three  10,000-gallon 
underground  storage  tanks  and  cme  100-gallon  underground  storage  tank  that  provided  fuel  for 
installation  vehicles  were  located  at  the  former  location  of  Building  304,  approximately  990  feet 
west  of  the  airfield  BRAC  property.  Three  vaulted  tanks  were  also  located  adjacent  to  Building 
315:  a  750-gallon  tank  used  to  store  kerosene,  and  two  2,000-gallon  ta^  used  to  store 
solvents. 


All  seven  tanks  were  rqwrtedly  rmnoved  in  1986  by  IT  Corporation.  Analytical  soil  sampling 
in  the  underground  storage  tank  excavation  indicated  the  presmice  of  volatile  fuel  hydrocarbon 
at  30  parts  per  million.  Analytical  results  from  groundwater  samples  in  the  tank  excavation  and 
a  nearby  well  indicated  8. 1  parts  per  million  volatile  fuel  hydrooubon  and  2.0  parts  per  million 
volatile  fuel  hydrocarbon,  reqrectively.  Analytical  results  for  samples  collected  from  below  the 
vaulted  tank  floor  indicated  negligible  contamination  of  soils  and  nondetectable  levels  of 
groundwater  contamination.  The  underground  storage  tank  sites  were  closed  without  further 
remediation. 
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Tbere  is  limited  information  available  on  giouoAwater  flow  or  current  ctnidition  in  the  Airfield 

Industrial  Area.  Based  on  available  information,  it  is  unlikdy  that  any  residual  contaminatkm 

from  the  airfield  industrial  area  has  or  will  impact  the  BRAC  property.  The  site  is  in  an  area  ^ 

of  low  hydraulic  conductivity  Bay  Mud,  there  is  'united  resiAial  groundwater  contaminatkw 

fnnn  area  sources,  and  potmitial  contamination  soi'.ce  points  (former  POL  areas)  are  nmie  than 

700  feet  from  BRAC  property. 

Hangar  Row:  Hangar  Row  is  the  General  Services  Administration  sale  parcel  between  Hangar 
Aveime  and  Hangar  Drive  to  the  west  and  the  airfield  BRAC  property  to  the  east.  A  number  * 

of  aircrait  hangars  and  other  buildings  are  located  in  this  area.  Most  of  the  Hangar  Row 
buildings  are  currently  vacant.  The  only  excqnitm  is  Building  390,  which  is  currently  occtq>ied 
by  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  Pacific  Coast  Strike  Team. 

It  is  probable  that  some  airciaft  maintenance  activities  and  hazardous  substance/waste  storage  ^ 

occurred  in  aixl  around  the  currmtly  vacant  hangar  buildings  when  the  airfield  was  in  full 
operatkm.  There  are  records  of  ^ills  or  other  releases  associated  with  such  activities. 

A  number  of  environmentally  significant  operations  occur  at  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  facility 

adjacem  to  the  airfield  BRAC  property.  POL  products,  paints,  batteries,  and  battery  acid  are  t 

stored  in  bermed  areas  between  Hangars  A  and  B  (m  the  north  side  of  the  building.  A  bermed 

l,(X)0-gallon  aboveground  tank  used  for  the  storage  of  waste  oil  and  a  SS4-gallon  aboveground 

tank  used  for  the  storage  of  diesel  fuel  are  also  located  in  this  area.  At  the  time  of  the  CERFA 

site  visit  several  drums  of  POL  prxxhict  were  also  observed  outside  the  berm  in  the  same  area. 

Various  smaU  quantities  of  flainmables  are  stored  in  cabinets  inside  the  hangar  building.  A  » 

small  30-gallon  parts  cleaner  is  also  located  in  the  building.  The  U.S.  Coast  Guard  unit  has  its 
own  USEPA  hazardous  waste  generator  ID  number  and  is  classified  as  a  small-quantity 
generator. 

There  is  no  visual  or  documented  evidence  of  envirorunental  impact  on  BRAC  property  from  I 

operations  currratly  conducted  at  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  facility.  There  are  no  ^iUs  or  other 
releases  associated  with  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  activities  on  recoid  and  there  was  no  evidence  of 
significant  ^ills  or  other  releases  in  the  area  of  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  hangar  at  the  time  of  the 
CERFA  site  visit. 

» 

Three  underground  storage  tanks  and  two  underground  grease  traps  have  been  documented  in 

the  Hangar  Row  area.  The  first  tank  was  located  near  the  north  comer  of  Hangar  365, 

jqrproximately  100  feet  west  of  the  airfield  BRAC  property.  The  tank  was  S,(X)0-gallons  in  size 

and  was  used  to  supply  fuel  oil  to  operate  two  stan^y  airfield  lighting  gmierators.  The  tank  was 

removed  in  1986  by  IT  Corporation.  Analytical  results  of  water  samples  collected  from  the  tank  ^ 

excavation  indicate  the  presmice  of  low  levels  of  semi-  and  non-volatile  fuel  hydrocarbon  (12 

parts  per  million).  Analytical  results  of  water  samples  colfected  fitnn  an  existing  down  gradient 

well  indicated  less  than  0.05  parts  per  rrullirm  semi-  and  non-volatile  fuel  hydrocarbon  arni 

nondetectable  levels  of  volat^  fuel  hydrocarbon.  The  tank  was  closed  without  further 

remediation. 
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Two  1 ,000-gallon  gasoline  tanks,  two  concrete  grease  traps,  and  a  gas  pump  dispenser  island 
were  located  on  the  north  side  of  Building  141,  approximately  200  feet  west  of  the  airfield 
BRAC  property.  The  storage  and  dispensing  facilities  were  removed  in  1986  by  IT  Corporation. 
Analytical  results  of  water  collected  from  the  tank  and  grease  trap  excavations  demonstrated  low 
levels  of  volatile  fuel  hydrocarbon,  semi-  and  non-volatile  fuel  hydrocarbon,  and  PCBs  (7.3  pans 
per  million,  4.2  pans  per  million  ,and  8.4  pans  per  billion,  maximum  respectively).  The  sites 
were  closed  without  further  remediation. 

Based  on  available  information,  it  is  not  anticipated  that  any  residual  contamination  at  the  two 
tank/grease  trap  sites  will  have  an  impact  on  the  environmental  quality  of  BRAC  propeny.  The 
potential  contamination  sources  have  been  removed,  and  the  sites  are  in  an  area  of  low  hydraulic 
conductivity  Bay  Mud  soils. 

City  of  Novato  Dechlorination  Plant:  The  dechlorination  plant  is  located  north  of  the  north 
levee,  an  estimated  200  feet  north  of  the  airfield  BRAC  pn^rty.  Data  base  search  records 
indicate  that  two  underground  storage  tanks  are  located  at  the  plant.  At  the  time  of  the  CERFA 
site  visit  two  aboveground  tanks  used  for  the  storage  of  sodium  bisulfide  were  observed  at  the 
site.  No  evidence  of  underground  storage  tanks  was  noted.  The  exact  location,  size,  contents 
or  condition  of  the  reported  underground  storage  tanks  at  the  location  has  not  been  detennined. 
Based  on  available  information,  it  is  not  anticipated  that  such  tanks  would  adversely  affect  the 
environmental  quality  of  the  BRAC  property;  they  are  over  200  feet  away  from  BRAC  property 
and  in  an  area  within  low  hydraulic  conductivity  Bay  Mud  soils. 

A4iacent  Farmland:  Land  used  for  agricultural  purposes  is  located  to  the  north  and  south  of 
the  airfield  BRAC  property.  The  drainage  ditch  located  on  the  airfield  property  outside  the 
south  levee  collects  surface  water  from  the  southern  farmlands.  In  addition,  a  2,575-foot  gap 
in  the  northern  levee  subjects  the  airfield  BRAC  property  to  flooding  from  the  Ignacio  Reservoir 
and  the  State-owned  tidal  wetlands.  The  on-site  run-on  in  these  locations  may  contain  residual 
pesticides  from  agricultural  operations.  However,  no  analytical  data  are  available  to  determine 
whether  this  has  occurred. 

In  summary,  a  number  of  environmentally  significant  operations  have  occurred  or  continue  to 
occur  on  properties  ranging  in  distance  from  directly  adjacent  to  0.25  miles  from  the  BRAC 
property.  These  operations  include  the  underground  and  aboveground  storage  of  POL  products, 
hazardous  substances  and  wastes;  aircraft  and  vehicle  maintenance  and  fueling  operations;  and 
landfill  operations.  Although  there  have  been  both  soil  and  groundwater  releases  from  many  of 
these  operations,  most  have  undergone  or  are  undergoing  remediation.  Based  on  currently 
available  environmental  investigation  results  and  hydrogeologic  data,  it  is  unlikely  that  any 
residual  contamination  present  at  these  sites  has  migrated  or  has  the  potential  to  migrate  to 
BRAC  property. 
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4.4  Related  Environmental,  Hazards,  and  Safety  Issues 

Militaiy  installations  frequently  raise  concerns  the  USAEC  believes  fall  outside  of  the  provisions  I 

of  CERFA.  For  example,  while  a  release  of  lead-based  paint  to  the  ground  may  be  a  CERCLA 

concern,  the  application  of  lead-based  paint  to  a  building  surface  p  nerally  is  not.  However, 

lead-based  paint  applied  to  buildings  may  represent  a  safety  hazard  to  young  children.  Similarly, 

other  substances  or  materials  commonly  q^lied  to  or  found  in  buildings  (for  example,  radon  and 

asbestos)  may  not  be  explicitly  regulated  under  CERCLA;  however,  it  may  be  necessary  to 

notify  potential  transferees  and  lessees  that  they  exist.  * 

USAEC  has  sought  to  balance  the  statutory  requirements  of  CERFA  with  the  law’s  intent  to 

identify  uncontaminated  property  to  the  public  that  can  be  expeditiously  reused.  Notice  has  been 

provided  for  those  parcels  that  appear  to  be  uncontaminat^  under  the  definition  provided  in 

CERFA,  but  which  may  contain  environmental,  hazard,  or  safety  issues.  Buildings  that  contain  ^ 

asbestos-containing  materials,  lead-based  paint,  or  naturally  occurring  radon  fall  into  this 

category  and  are  identified  as  "CERFA  Parcels  with  Qualifiers”  in  this  CERFA  R^rt.  Parcels 

containing  stored  (not  in  use)  equipment  that  contains  some  level  of  PCB  oil,  stored  low  level 

radionuclide-containing  equipment  such  as  dials  and  weapon  site  posts,  and  unexploded  ordnance 

are  also  designated  "CERFA  Parcels  with  Qualifiers.”  I 

In  those  cases,  however,  where  (for  example)  asbestos  or  PCBs  have  been  disposed  in  the 
environment,  the  parcel  has  been  identified  as  "CERFA  Disqualified."  In  this  example,  the 
designation  indicates  that  a  CERCLA  hazard  may  exist  at  this  location.  The  following 
discussion  addresses  the  presence  of  asbestos-containing  material,  lead-based  paint,  PCB  storage,  I 

radon,  unexploded  ordnance,  and  radionuclides. 

4.4.1  Asbestos 

An  asbestos  survey  was  conducted  in  1989  to  locate,  identify,  and  recommend  appropriate  I 

abatement  action  for  asbestos-containing  materials  at  Hamilton  Army  Airfield.  Thirty  buildings 
were  surveyed;  storage  conexes  were  not  included  in  the  survey.  All  were  found  to  contain 
asbestos.  Buildings  20,  40,  14S,  and  S16  in  BRAC  property  were  not  surveyed.  Buildings  20, 

40,  and  145  ate  small  electrical  generating  and  utility  buildings  made  of  concrete  blocks, 

corrugated  metal,  and  wood,  lesp^tively;  Building  516  is  a  small  storage  building  made  of  ^ 

concrete.  There  was  no  visual  evidence  of  asbestos-containing  materials  in  these  buildings  at 

the  time  of  the  CERFA  site  visit.  Asbestos  in  buildings  at  the  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  BRAC 

property  is  managed  in  place.  There  have  been  no  significant  asbestos  abatements  on  BRAC 

property. 

In  addition  to  the  asbestos  containing  buildings,  the  former  sewage  treatment  plant  outfall  pipe  ^ 

has  been  found  to  contain  asbestos.  The  majority  of  the  pipe  is  underground  or  under  water. 

The  pipe  does  not  represent  an  environmental  hazard  in  its  current  condition. 
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4.4.2  Lead-based  Paint 

There  has  been  no  lead-based  paint  survey  of  buildings  at  Hamilton  Army  Airfield.  In  oixter  to 
quantify  those  buildings  that  may  contain  lead-based  paint,  structures  built  prior  to  1978  were 
considered  to  contain  lead-based  paint.  Based  on  the  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  real  property 
inventory,  all  the  buildings  on  BRAC  property  were  constructed  prior  to  1978.  The  construction 
dates  for  the  five  metal  storage  conexes  at  the  installation  at  the  time  of  the  first  CERFA  site 
visit  in  September  1993  conexes  86A,  94A,  94B,  94C,  94D,  and  87 A)  are  not  known;  they  may 
also  contain  lead-based  paint.  Conex  86A,  94C,  and  94D  were  not  present  at  the  time  of  the 
second  CERFA  site  visit  in  March  1994. 


4.4.3  Polychlorinated  Biphenyls 


Transformers  that  contain  PCBs  and  that  have  not  leaked  have  not  been  considered  in  this 
CERFA  investigation.  Several  PCB  transformers  on  BRAC  property  have  historically  leaked 
or  were  leaking  at  the  time  of  CERFA  visit.  These  areas  requiring  environmental  evaluation 
are  classified  as  hazardous  releases  and  have  been  described  in  previous  sections  of  this  report. 

A  single  S5-gallon  drum  of  PCB-contaminated  oil  was  improperly  disposed  in  the  northern  end 
of  the  airfield  BRAC  property.  The  drum  was  found  leaking  on  October  2,  1989;  it  was  removed 
from  the  site  and  properly  disposed.  Soil  sampling  conducted  around  the  drum  did  not  indicate 
the  presence  of  PCBs  (see  Section  4. 1).  The  drum  was  not  left  in  the  location  for  the  one  year 
time  period  necessary  to  constitute  the  area  as  an  actual  "storage  area"  for  a  CERCLA  hazardous 
#  substance  as  defined  in  this  CERFA  Report. 

4.4.4  Radon 


A  radon  survey  has  not  been  conducted  on  BRAC  property.  However,  radon  is  not  considered 
to  be  an  environmental  concern  at  Hamilton  Army  Airfield.  Survey  results  for  the  adjacent 
Navy  property  were  negative  and  information  provided  to  the  environmental  investigation  by 
U.S.  Geologic  Survey  representations  indicate  that  radon  is  not  found  in  the  region  due  to  the 
geology  of  the  area. 

4.4.5  Unexploded  Ordnance 

A  newspaper  report  indicated  the  presence  of  buried  unexploded  ordnance  in  unspecified 
locations  of  the  airfield  BRAC  property  (see  Section  2.6).  The  alleged  dumping  reportedly 
occurred  approximately  30  years  ago  and  consisted  of  the  deposition  of  four  truckloads  of 
ammunition  including  .50  and  .45  caliber  bullets  and  40-mm  canon  shells.  Anecdotal  evidence 
collected  during  Enhanced  PA  investigations  indicates  that  the  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  also  had 
a  former  bombing  range. 


The  presence  of  the  buried  ammunition  and  bombing  range  are  unsubstantiated.  There  has  been 
no  evidence  of  either  unexploded  ordiuuice  issue  in  other  Hamilton  records  other  than  the 
individual  ones  noted  above.  USEPA  analysis  of  aerial  photographs  of  the  site  taken  in  1952, 
1968,  1972,  and  1987  did  not  identify  any  potential  bombing  sites.  No  evidence  of  unexploded 
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sites  or  bombing  ranges  were  identified  during  the  environmental  investigation.  No  visual 
evidence  indicating  the  presence  of  a  former  bombing  range  was  identified  during  the  aerial 
flyover  conducted  during  the  CERFA  investigation.  In  addition,  there  has  been  no  documented 
rqwrts  of  the  discovery  of  any  unexploded  ordnance  in  adjacent  farmlands  as  would  be  expected 
if  the  installation  had  a  former  bombing  range. 

4.4.6  Radionuclides 

Medical  facilities  were  formerly  located  in  a  number  of  Hospital  Hill  BRAC  property  buildings: 
Building  511  is  currently  used  as  a  U.S.  Coast  Guard  medical  and  dental  clinic.  Clinic 
personnel  utilize  one  Ko^ck  RP  X-0  Mat  Model  x-ray  machine  located  in  the  basement  of 
Building  SIS. 

Two  corrugated-metal  culverts  containing  electron  tubes  and  waveguides  were  previously  located 
in  the  airfield  BRAC  property  south  of  the  northern  levee  beyond  the  runway  overrun.  The 
cylinders  were  recover^  and  the  low-level  radioactive  material  was  removed  from  the  property 
in  1988  and  properly  disposed.  The  USAEC  released  the  site  for  unrestricted  use. 

A  thorough  review  of  Army  records  relative  to  possible  radiological  materials  of  Hamilton  Army 
Airfield  was  conducted  by  the  Army  Environmental  Hygiene  Agency.  In  addition,  telephone 
interviews  were  conduct^  with  representatives  of  the  U.S.  Air  Force  including  the  U.S.  Air 
Force  Radioisotope  Committee,  Low  Level  Radioactive  Waste  Office,  and  Air  Force  Center  for 
Environmental  ^cellence.  With  the  exception  of  the  low-level  radiological  waste  cylinder 
described  above,  there  were  no  records  regarding  the  use,  stonij,e,  or  disposal  of  radiological 
materials  at  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  identified. 

4.5  Remediation  Efforts 

Most  of  the  environmental  effort  at  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  BRAC  property  has  been  spent  in 
investigations  to  determine  the  degree  and  extent  of  possible  contamination.  A  Draft  Alternative 
Assessment  report  that  analyzes  various  remediation  alternatives  for  the  contaminated  areas  of 
the  BRAC  property  was  pr^ared  in  January  1993.  Cleanup  methods  for  the  aircraft 
maintenance  area,  revetment  area,  bum  pit,  east  levee  landfill,  stormwater  pump  stations,  former 
sewage  treatment  plant  and  the  former  POL  Area  are  identified  in  the  report. 

Six  remedial  activities  have  been  conducted  on  the  BRAC  property: 

★  POL  Area:  Twenty-one  underground  storage  tanks  and  the  840,000-gallon  above 
storage  tank-2  at  the  area  were  removed  in  1986  by  IT  Corporation  as  part  of  a 
POL  Area  remediation  completed  by  the  USAEC.  A  25,000-gallon  aboveground 
storage  tank,  a  pipeline  associated  and  several  concrete  fuel  islands  in  the  area 
were  removed  by  IT  Corporation  in  1990.  These  buildings  formerly  used  to  store 
POL  products  and  waste  (Buildings  736,  737,  and  738)  were  removed  in  1993. 

POL  storage  and  handling  at  the  POL  Area  resulted  in  soil,  bedrock,  and 
groundwater  contamination.  Remediation  of  the  site  to  date  has  consisted  of  soil 
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and  nxk  excavation.  During  the  tank  removals,  soil  containing  fuel  hydrocarbons 
in  excess  of  an  established  cleanup  level  of  1,000  parts  per  million  were 
excavated.  In  addition,  soil  was  excavated  from  the  aboveground  storage  tank-2 
hillside  bench  area  and  replaced  with  clean  backfill.  In  1990,  further  remediation 
was  done  using  a  cleanup  criterion  of  100  parts  per  million  fuel  hydrocarbons. 
Under  the  direction  of  USAEC  a  total  of  24,000  cubic  yards  of  contaminated  soil 
and  rock  was  removed  and  replaced  with  clean  borrow  material. 

A  final  soil  and  rock  removal  effort  was  conducted  in  1993.  Some  soil  and  rock 
with  residual  contamination  were  excavated  in  preparation  for  the  construction  of 
a  groundwater  treatment  plant  building  to  be  used  to  treat  contaminated  possibly, 
groundwater  and  leachate  from  Landfill  26  and  groundwater  from  the  POL  Area. 

*  Former  Sewage  Treatment  Plant:  The  former  sewage  treatment  plant  located  on 
the  airfield  BRAG  property  was  demolished  in  1987.  Buildings  42,  43,  44,  and 
45  were  razed  and  all  associated  underground  storage  tanks  and  aboveground 
tanks  were  removed.  An  undetermined  amount  of  sludge  from  the  former  sludge 
di7ing  beds  was  also  removed.  Soil  and  groundwater  contamination  still  exists 
at  the  site. 

*  PCB  Drum:  The  leaking  PCB  drum  found  in  the  northern  portion  of  the  airfield 
BRAG  property  was  removed  and  properly  disposed.  Analysis  of  soils  in  the  area 
of  the  leaking  drum  reportedly  indicate  that  the  area  is  not  contaminated  with 
PGBs. 

*  Radiological  Disposal  Site:  The  two  buried  metal  cylinders  formerly  used  for 
low  level  radiological  material  disposal  were  exhumed  and  prop)erly  disposed  off¬ 
site  in  1988. 

4.6  CERFA-Excluded  Parcels 

Real  property  exclusions  consist  of  those  parcels  to  be  retained  by  the  Army  or  other  Department 
of  Defense  agency  (GERFA-Excluded,  BRAG  property),  or  property  that  will  be  transferred  to 
another  Federal  agency  with  restrictions,  by  statute.  A  1992  Department  of  Defense 
Appropriations  Act/Public  Law  102-396  mandates  that  the  Army  make  five  parcels  at  Hamilton 
Army  Airfield  available  for  sale  to  the  New  Hamilton  Partners.  These  parcels  include  the  POL 
Area  and  Parcels  A2,  A3,  A5,  and  A6.  The  POL  Area  has  been  removed  from  consideration 
as  part  of  this  transfer  due  to  the  ongoing  remedial  actions  occurring  at  the  site.  Preliminary 
assessment  screenings  of  Parcels  A2,  A3,  A4,  and  A5  found  that  all  but  Parcel  A5  were 
currently  suitable  for  transfer.  Parcel  A5  required  remediation  of  a  contaminated  wastewater 
inlet  at  the  aircraft  washrack  on  the  property.  Steam  cleaning  of  the  inlet  was  completed  in  the 
summer  of  1993.  Sampling  conducted  in  March  1994  reportedly  indicates  the  site  has  been 
remediated.  A  finding  of  suitability  for  transfer  is  anticipated  for  Parcel  A5  in  the  near  fiiture. 
All  four  parcels  are  expected  to  be  transferred  before  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  1994.  Because 
these  properties  are  being  retained  by  the  Army  for  legislatively  mandated  transfer  to  the  New 
Hamilton  Partners,  they  are  considered  as  excluded  properties. 
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Site  Parcelization 


After  reviewing  investigation  documents,  regulatory  records,  personnel  interviews,  and  visual 
inspections,  TETC  identified  parcels  on  the  installation  as  CERFA  Parcels,  CERFA  Parcels  with 
Qualifiers,  CERFA  Disqualified  Parcels,  or  CERFA-Excluded  Parcels  in  accordance  with  the 
definitions  in  Section  1.2.  The  parcels  are  delineated  on  a  map  of  BRAC  portion  of  the 
installation  using  a  1-acre  square  grid  for  boundary  definition.  The  Army  chose  a  1-acre  grid 
system  to  aid  in  the  presentation  of  data  gathered  during  the  CERFA  report  investigation,  and 
to  facilitate  use  of  the  document  by  reuse  groups  and  others.  The  1-acre  grid  provided  a 
consistent  method  to  report  and  locate  environmental  or  other  concerns.  In  the  many  cases 
where  the  concerns  are  much  smaller  than  1-acre,  the  grid  system  simplifies  depiction  of  the 
concern.  Accordingly,  the  size  of  many  small  areas  of  concern,  such  as  underground  storage 
tank  sites,  are  liberally  depicted  in  the  CERFA  re]x>rt.  Additionally,  the  1-acre  grid  size  was 
chosen  as  a  generally  redevelopable  parcel  size  for  either  industrial  or  residential  uses. 
However,  the  grid  does  not  drive  reuse  nor  restrict  it.  Reuse  decisions  should  be  made 
irrespective  of  the  grid.  The  entire  1-acre  grid  square  is  colored  or  shaded  to  indicate  the 
applicable  parcel  category  on  the  basis  of  the  histoiy'  of  storage  or  release  for  any  portion  of  that 
square.  Parcels  are  labelled  according  to  a  system  outlined  in  Section  1.2  of  this  report  to 
indicate  the  applicable  parcel  category  and  the  contaminating  circumstances.  Parcel  labels  are 
connected  to  the  respective  parcel  boundaries  by  a  line  or  are  located  within  the  parcel 
boundaries. 

Where  CERFA  Disqualified  Parcels  and  CERFA  Parcels  with  Qualifiers  have  coincided,  the 
overlapped  area  has  been  designated  CERFA  Disqualified.  Labels  for  any  such  overlapped 
parcels  also  indicate  the  presence  of  the  qualifying  hazards.  CERFA-Excluded  Parcels  have 
been  excluded  from  this  investigation  of  contaminant  locations  and  therefore  do  not  overlap  with 
CERFA  Disqualified  Parcels  or  CERFA  Parcels  with  Qualifiers.  Structures  within  CERFA 
Disqualified  parcels  that  contain  qualifying  safety  hazards  are  designated  with  the  applicable 
qualifying  label,  where  map  scale  permits  this  level  of  detail. 

TETC’s  investigation  and  subsequent  parcelization  of  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  determined  that 
approximately  523  acres  of  the  facility  fall  within  the  CERFA  Parcel  category.  Approximately 
15  acres  of  the  facility  are  categorized  as  CERFA  Parcels  with  Qualifiers.  One  hundred  and 
fifty-five  acres  constitute  the  CERFA  Disqualified  portion  of  the  installation  and  the  remaining 
9  acres  are  designated  CERFA-Excluded  because  of  legislatively  mandated  transfer  (Public  Law 
102-396)  of  Parcels  A2,  A3,  A5,  and  A6  to  the  New  Hamilton  Partners.  The  CERFA  Parcels 
are  located  predominantly  in  the  south  central  and  northwestern  portions  of  the  airfield  BRAC 
property  along  the  runway. 

In  deteiTTiining  the  applicable  parcel  categories  for  the  installation  property,  TETC  observed 
the  following  guidelines  provided  by  USAEC  for  specific  circumstances: 

★  Buildings  constnjcted  prior  to  1978  are  assumed  to  contain  lead-based  paint.  A 
similar  assumption  is  made  for  asbestos  in  buildings  constructed  prior  to  1985. 
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★  Storage  of  petroleum  products,  petroleum  derivatives,  and  CERCLA-regulated 
hazardous  substances  will  prevent  an  area  from  becoming  a  CERFA  Parcel  as 
long  as  that  storage  is  for  one  year  or  longer.  The  quantity  of  substances  stored 
is  not  relevant  to  determining  the  applicable  parcel  category.  However,  if  the 
operation  requiring  such  substances  is  in  the  immediate  area,  and  the  storage  is 
in  limited  quantities  for  immediate  use,  the  area  is  not  precluded  from  being  a 
CERFA  Parcel. 

★  Nonleaking  equipment  containing  less  than  SO  parts  per  million  PCBs  does  not 
preclude  an  area  from  becoming  a  CERFA  Parcel.  Nonleaking,  out-of-service 
equipment  with  greater  than  50  parts  per  million  PCBs  will  place  an  area  in  the 
CERFA  Parcel  with  Qualifier  category.  An  area  is  designated  CERFA 
DisqualiEed  if  there  is  a  known  release  containing  greater  than  SO  parts  per 
million  PCBs. 

■k  Areas  where  there  are  transport  systems  or  equipment  that  handle  hazardous 
substances  or  petroleum  products  (iP-4  fuel  lines)  and  on  which  there  has  been 
no  release,  storage,  or  disposal  of  these  substances  are  categorized  as  CERFA 
Parcels. 

k  Ordnance  disposal  locations  are  (tesignated  CERFA  Disqualified.  This  does  not 
include  ordnance  impact  areas  that  are  designated  CERFA  Parcels  with  Qualifiers. 

★  Routine  pesticide  and  herbicide  application  in  accordance  with  manufacturer’s 
directions  and  chlotofluorocarbons  and  halon  in  operational  systems  do  not 
preclude  an  area  from  becoming  a  CERFA  Parcel. 

State  and  Federal  (when  applicable)  comments  on  the  draft  CERFA  r^rt  were  incorporated 
into  the  final  CERFA  r^rt.  These  comments  are  provided  in  Appendix  C. 

5.1  Parcel  Designation  Maps 

Table  5-1  and  Figure  5-1  identify  the  breakdown  of  the  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  property 
according  to  the  criteria  for  parcel  identification  under  CERFA.  Aj^ndix  D  includes  the 
detailed  database  used  to  generate  Table  8-1  and  Figure  5-1. 

5.2  Tract  Map 

The  property  boundaries  and  all  property  transfers,  including  prior  ownership  information,  are 
shown  in  Figure  5-2. 

5.3  Summary  CERFA  Maps 

Figure  5-3  summarizes  the  breakdown  of  the  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  property  according  to  the 
criteria  for  parcel  identification  under  CERFA. 
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FIGURE  5-1 

Parcel  Designation  Map,  Hamilton 
Army  Airfield,  Novato,  California 
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FIGURE  5-3 

Summary  CERFA  Map,  Hamilton  Army 
Airfield,  Novato,  California 
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APPENDIX  A 
Reference  List  for 
Hamilton  Army  Airfield 


Document 

Date 

Source 

1. 

Enhanced  Preliminary  Assessment  Repent:  Hattullon  Army  Airfield 
Novato,  California,  Roy  F.  Weston 

January  1990 

USAEC 

2 

Final  Environmental  Investigation,  Hamilton  Army  Airfield,  Engineering 
Science 

July  1993 

USAEC 

3. 

Final  Report,  Hamilton  Air  Force  Base  -  Storage  Tank  Removal  Project, 
International  Technology  Corporation 

February  1987 

USEPA  Region  IX 

4. 

FinaJ  Report  Confirmation  Study  for  Hazardous  Waste,  Hamilton  Army 
Airfield,  Woodward-Clyde 

January  1987 

USAEC 

5. 

Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  Disposition  and  Use  of  Federal 
Surplus  Property  at  Hamilton  Air  Force  Base,  Novato,  CA,  U.S.  General 
Services  Administration 

1980 

Hamilton  Army  Airfield 

6. 

Hamilton  Field  Project,  Subsequent  Environmental  Impact  Report,  City  of 
Novato  (EIP  As.sociates) 

December  1992 

TBD 

7. 

Transmittal  of  Preliminary  Assessment  Screening  Report,  Parcels  A2,  A3, 
A5,  A6,  Hamilton  Army  Airfield,  USAEC 

April  1993 

USAEC 

8. 

Preliminary  Assessment  Screening,  Homeless  Parcels,  Hamilton  Army 
Airfield,  USAEC 

February  1993 

USAEC 

9. 

Draft  Environmental  Assessment  for  the  Disposal  of  Outparcel  Properties 
at  Hamilton  Army  Airfield,  Jones  and  Stokes  Associates 

January  1993 

Hamilton  Army  Airfield 

10. 

Real  Estate  Transfer  Register 

November  1948, 
Revised  January 
1990 

USAEC 

11. 

Real  Estate  Tract  Map 

November  1948, 
Revised  January 
1990 

USAEC 

12. 

Installation  Assessment  Army  Base  Closure  Program  (Aerial 
Photograph.s) 

April  1990 

USAEC 

13. 

Draft  Alternatives  Assessment  Report,  Engineering  Science 

January  1993 

USAEC 

14. 

Hazardous  Waste  Cleanup  Management  Plan  (Revised  Draft)  Hamilton 
Army  Airfield,  Authorless 

March  1987 

USEPA 

15. 

Federal  Facility  Preliminary  Assessment/Site  Inspection  Review, 
Hamilton  Army  Airfield,  Ecology  and  Environment,  Inc. 

October  1991 

USEPA 

16. 

Remedial  Action  Plan,  Hamilton  Army  Airfield,  International  Technology 
Corporation 

September  1990 

USEPA 

17. 

Environmental  Assessment  for  the  Closure  and  Realignment  of  Hamilton 
Army  Airfield,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Sacramento  District 

September  1991 

USEPA  Region  IX 

18. 

Solicitation,  Removal  of  Hazardous  Waste  from  the  Surface,  Hamilton 
Air  Force  Base 

July  1985 

USEPA  Region  IX 

19. 

Supplemental  Environmental  Investigation  for  Phase  1  Property  Di.sposal, 
Hamilton  Army  Airfield,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Sacramento 
District 

March  1993 

California  Regional 
Water  Quality  Control 
Board 

A-1 
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20.  Record  of  Decision,  Remedial  Alternative  Selection,  Hamilton  Air  Force 
Base  Landfill  No.  26,  Authorless 

Undated 

Hamilton  Army  Airfield 

2 1 .  Wetland  Mitigation  Plan,  Hamilton  Air  Force  Base,  Hazardous 
Environmental  Services 

June  1993 

Hamilton  Army  Airfield 

22.  Flood  Control  Study,  Hamilton  Army  Airfield,  Draft  Final  Report,  U.S. 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Sacramental  District 

May  1988 

Hamilton  Army  Airfield 

23.  Hamilton  Field  Master  Plan,  The  Martin  Group 

December  1992 

Hamilton  Army  Airfield 

24.  Environmental  Investigation  Technical  Plan,  Hamilton  Army  Airfield, 
E.C.  Jordan  Co. 

September  1990 

USEPA  Region  IX 

25.  CERFA  Visual  Site  Inspection 

September  1993 

TETC 

26.  Asbestos  Survey,  Hamilton  Army  Airfield,  Occusafe 

October,  1989 

Presidio  of  San  Francisco 

27.  Inventory  of  Real  Property 

June,  1993 

Presidio  of  San  Francisco 

28.  Newspaper  article  "Vet  Recalls  Ammo  Dump,"  The  Daily  Review,  July 
9,  1986 

July,  1986 

California  Regional 
Water  Quality  Control 
Board 

29.  Letters  documenting  radon  condition 

Various 

Engineering  Science,  Inc. 

30.  Supplemental  CERFA  Site  Visit 

March  1994 

TETC 

31.  Trip  Report,  Site  Visit  Hamilton  Army  Airfield,  Characterization  and 
Remedial  Design  of  Underground  Storage  Tanks 

March  1994 

USAGE,  Sacramento 
District 

32.  ERIIS  Report 

August  1993 

ERIIS 

33.  Landfill  26  -  Phase  1  Remedial  Action  Plan  Drawing  No.  DER39-400E2 

August  1992 

USAGE,  Omaha  District 

K^:  TBD 

USAEC 

CERFA 

ERIIS 

TETC 

USEPA 

USAGE 


To  be  determined. 

U.S.  Army  EnvironmenUl  Center 

Community  Environmental  Response  Facilitation  Act 

Environmental  Risk  Information  and  Imaging  Services 

The  Earth  Technology  Corporation 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
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ERtlS  DISCLAIMER 


The  information  contained  in  this  report  has  been  obtained  from  publicly 
available  sources  and  other  secondary  sources  of  information  produced  by 
entities  other  than  Environmental  Risk  Information  &  Imaging  Services 
(ERIIS) .  Although  great  care  has  been  taken  by  ERIIS  in  compiling  and 
checking  the  information  contained  in  this  report  to  insure  that  it  is 
current  and  accurate.  ERIIS  disclaims  any  and  all  liability  for  any  errors, 
omissions,  or  inaccuracies  in  such  information  and  data,  whether 
attributable  to  inadvertence  or  otherwise,  and  for  any  consequences  arising 
therefrom.  The  data  provided  hereunder  neither  purports  to  be  nor 
constitutes  legal  or  medical  advice.  It  is  further  understood  that  ERIIS 
MAKES  NO  REPRESENTATIONS  OR  WARRANTIES  OP  ANY  KIND,  INCLUDING, 
BUT  NOT  LIMITED  TO,  THE  WARRANTIES  OF  FITNESS  FOR  A  PARTICULAR 
PURPOSE  OF  MERCHANTABILITY,  NOR  ANY  SUCH  REPRESENTATIONS  OR 
WARRANTIES  TO  BE  IMPLIED  WITH  RESPECT  TO  THE  DATA  FURNISHED. 
AND  ERIIS  ASSUMES  NO  RESPONSIBILITY  WITH  RESPECT  TO  CUSTOMER'S. 
ITS  EMPLOYEES’.  CLIENTS'.  OR  CUSTOMERS'  USE  THEREOF.  ERIIS  SHALL 
NOT  BE  LIABLE  FOR  ANY  SPECIAL,  CONSEQUENTIAL,  OR  EXEMPLARY 
DAMAGES  RESULTING,  IN  WHOLE  OR  IN  PART,  FROM  CUSTOMER'S  USE 
OF  THE  DATA.  Liability  on  the  part  of  the  Environmental  Risk  Information  & 
Imaging  Services  (ERIIS)  is  limited  to  the  monetary  value  paid  for  this 
report.  The  report  is  valid  only  for  the  geographical  parameters  specified 
on  the  cover  page  of  this  report,  and  any  alteration  or  deviation  from  this 
description  will  require  a  new  report.  This  report  does  not  constitute  a 
legal  opinion. 
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ERIIS  Report  Overview 


The  ERIIS  Report  consists  of  five  (5)  besic  sections: 

*  Digital  Custom  Plotted  Map  *  Sanborn  Fire  Insurance  Map(s) 

*  Database  Records  *  Topographical  Map 

*  Statistical  Profile 

Digital  Custom  Map 

Each  site-specific  Digital  Custom  Map  is  plotted  using  U.S.  Census  TIGER 
Files.  The  cross  in  the  center  of  the  map  represents  the  study  site.  The 
red  circle  represents  the  study  radius,  usually  orte  mile.  Reported 
federal/state  hazardous  waste  arKi  toxic  chemicai  sites  are  plotted  on  the 
map  and  are  easily  distinguished  by  different  syrr^ls. 

Statistical  Profile 

The  Statistical  Profile  is  an  at-a-glance  numeric  sumnnary  of  the  data 
included  in  the  ERIIS  Report. 

Database  Records 

This  section  presents  detailed  federal  and  state  database  information  for 
each  site  within  the  study  radius.  Sites  are  easily  located  on  the  digital 
map  by  using  the  number  in  the  MAP  ID  column  of  the  report. 

Note:  Many  of  the  sites  reported  in  federal/state  databases  cannot  be 
plotted  due  to  inaccurate  or  incomplete  addresses  (e.g.,  PO  Box  number, 
street  name  with  no  number).  Still,  they  are  potentially  within  the  study 
radius.  ERIIS  reports  these  sites  using  progressively  broader  search 
criteria  to  ensure  that  all  potentially  relevant  hazardous  sites  are 
included.  All  zip  codes  within  and  intersected  by  the  study  radius  are 
searched,  as  well  as  records  that  simply  report  the  relevant  city  or 
county.  Where  applicable,  federal  and  state  database  information  is 
further  subdivided. 

Sanborn  Fire  Insurance  Maps 

ERIIS  has  assembled  a  collection  of  Historical  Sanborn  Fire  Insurance  Maps 
covering  14,000  cities  and  towns.  In  some  cases,  however,  the  ERIIS  Report 
will  include  a  notice  that  no  maps  were  found.  This  notice  should  serve  as 
evidence  of  due  diligence. 

Topographic  Map 

ERIIS  provides  a  topographic  map  with  each  report  which  accurately  depicts 
the  natural  and  man-made  features  of  the  land.  The  shape  and  elevation  of 
the  terrain  are  represented  by  contour  lines  and  specific  features,  such  as 
roads,  towns,  and  vegetation,  are  portrayed  by  map  symbols  and  colors. 
Standard  topographic  maps  are  produced  at  a  1 :24,0()0  scale,  or  one  inch 
represents  2OD0  feet. 
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BIVilOMWENTAL  MFOMMATION  (k  MAGMG  SERVICES 
RADIUS  REPORT 
R^MIT  NUMBER:  28665 


STATE:  CA 

LATITUDE:  38.063495 
LONGITUDE:  -122.513695 

ZIP  CODES  SEARC1KD:  94945  94947  94903  94949 


RADIUS  REPORTED  SITES 


DATABASE 

RADIUS 

imt-PRl 

EtPOgdy 

Prgpcftv-l/ie  1/16-1/2 

1/2-1 

.2J. 

ZILCQI2E 

CITY/COUNTY 

TOTAL 

SITES 

NPL 

2.600 

NO 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

CERCUS 

2.500 

NO 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

2 

TRI 

2.S00 

NO 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

RCRIS_TS 

2.500 

NO 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

RCRIS_LG 

2.500 

NO 

0 

0 

0 

13 

4 

0 

17 

RCRiS_SG 

2.500 

NO 

0 

0 

0 

12 

10 

0 

22 

DOCKET 

2.500 

NO 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

ERNS 

2.500 

NO 

0 

0 

0 

1 

3 

7 

11 

FINDS 

2.500 

NO 

0 

0 

0 

31 

25 

0 

56 

NUCLEAR 

NR 

NR 

NR 

NR 

NR 

0 

0 

0 

OPENDUMP 

NR 

NR 

NR 

NR 

NR 

0 

0 

0 

UST 

2.500 

NO 

0 

0 

0 

12 

13 

0 

- 

LUST 

2.500 

NO 

0 

0 

0 

6 

6 

7 

19 

CALSITES 

2.500 

NO 

0 

0 

0 

1 

10 

0 

11 

SWIS 

2.500 

NO 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5 

5 

HWIS 

2.500 

NO 

0 

0 

0 

10 

12 

43 

65 

WDS 

2.500 

NO 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5 

1 

6 

TITLEa 

2.500 

NO 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

2 

CORTS 

2.500 

NO 

0 

0 

0 

4 

8 

7 

19 

Selection  of  PROPERTY  records  requres  an  accurate  street  address  in  the  ERIIS  job  order. 

ZIP  CODE  and  CITY/COUNTY  sites  are  not  radius  reportable  due  to  insuffi''ient  and/or  inaccurate  addresses  reported  by 
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UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

REQION  IX 

75  Hawthorne  Street 
San  Francisco,  Ca.  94105-3901 


Major  Ronald  Light 

Department  of  the  Army,  USAEC 

Base  Closure  Division 

Beal  Road,  Building  4480 

Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  MD  21010 

Dear  Major  Light: 

We  appreciated  the  opportunity  to  review  the  draft  Community 
Environmental  Response  and  Facilitation  Act  (CERFA)  Report  for 
Hamilton  Army  Airfield  and  are  submitting  the  enclosed  general 
comments.  As  part  of  this  review,  we  have  reviewed  draft 
comments  on  the  CERFA  report  prepared  by  the  California 
Department  of  Toxic  Substances  (DTSC) .  We  concur  with  the 
approach  DTSC  has  taken  in  analyzing  the  document  and  are 
submitting  our  comments  to  augment  DTSC's  more  detailed  remarks. 

We  are  interested  in  meeting  with  you  and  representatives 
from  DTSC  to  discuss  the  CERFA  report  for  Hami.'  con  Army  Airfield. 
I  have  asked  Esther  Hill,  of  my  staff,  to  contact  you  about  a 
possible  time  and  location.  Also,  please  contact  Esther  at  (415) 
744-2SB-5-if  you  have  any  immediate  questions  about  our  comments. 

Sincerely, 

-  /; 

Ji  n.'U  w  ^ 

John  Kemmerer,  Chief 
Base  Closures  Program 

Enclosure 

cc :  Neil  Nelson,  Sixth  Army 

Jennifer  Smith,  DTSC 
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Comments  on  Draft  CERFA  Report 
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Definition  of  parcels: 

On  page  1-2  of  the  draft  document,  definitions  are  provided  for 
the  parcels  under  review.  Although  the  category  "BRAC  Parcel" 
would  appear  to  be  the  equivalent  of  "uncontaminated"  as  defined 
by  CERFA,  this  is  not  explicitly  stated.  Similarly,  it  appears 
from  the  text  that  "BRAC  Parcel  with  Qualifiers"  is  intended  as 
equivalent  to  "CERFA  Parcel."  Given  the  objective  of  identifying 
parcels  uncontaminated  under  CERFA,  we  suggest  the  use  of  "CERFA 
Uncontaminated  Parcel"  or  "CERFA  Parcel"  unless  there  is  some 
other  justification  for  the  use  of  "BRAC  Parcel"  and  "BRAC  Parcel 
with  Qualifiers."  The  text  defines  "BRAC  Parcel"  to  include 
portions  of  the  installation  "which  once  contained  non-CERCLA 
hazards  including  asbestos,  unexploded  ordnance  (UXO) ,  lead-based 
paint,  and  radionuclides,  but  has  since  been  fully  remediated." 
This  definition  should  be  changed  since  several  of  these 
materials  are  explicitly  defined  in  40  CFR  302  as  hazardous 
substances  and  are  therefore  not  "non-CERCLA."  Also, 
contaminated  parcels  which  have  undergone  a  response  action  are 
not  uncontaminated  parcels  under  CERFA. 

It  is  our  understanding  that  the  Army  has  taken  the  position  that 
the  presence  of  asbestos  and  lead-based  paint  in  intact  and  good 
condition,  the  presence  of  naturally-occurring  radon  (or  other 
naturally-occurring  radionuclides) ,  or  the  presence  of  PCB- 
containing  transformers  that  are  part  of  an  active  electrical 
supply  system  need  not  disqualify  property  as  being 
uncontaminated  under  120(h) (4).  It  would  be  useful  for  the  CERFA 
report  to  provide  the  Army's  legal  rationale  for  this  conclusion. 
We  support  the  position  that  at  a  minimum  the  presence  of  these 
materials  be  disclosed  to  the  public  and  to  potential  future 
users  of  the  property. 


Boundaries  of  parcels: 

The  document  uses  a  one-acre  grid  pattern  for  delineating  the 
boundaries  of  parcels  on  the  installation.  It  is  unclear  from 
the  text  and  m.ap  whether  these  boundaries  adequately  delineate 
contaminated  from  uncontaminated  areas.  For  example,  stars  are 
used  on  the  map  to  indicate  areas  where  there  has  been  a  release 
of  a  hazardous  substance  or  petroleum.  Please  tell  us  whether 
the  contamination  is  fully  characterized  within  the  one  acre 
grid.  In  several  instances,  the  star  appears  at  the  edge  of  a 
one  acre  grid  boundary,  yet  there  is  no  justification  provided 
that  soil  and  groundwater  contamination  stops  at  the  one  acre 
line . 
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CERFA  research  and  documentation: 

This  document  should  include  the  results  of  research  and  analysis 
of  historic  and  current  aerial  photographs  and  title  documents 
for  all  of  the  parcels.  In  addition,  the  document  should  provide 
information  on  past  use  of  facilities  (in  particular,  the 
buildings  located  on  Hospital  Hill  have  little  or  no  discussion 
of  past  use) . 

In  identifying  uncontaminated  property.  Section  120(h) (4) (A) 
says  that  identification  may  be  based  on  sampling,  if  appropriate 
under  the  circumstances.  The  document  identifies  two  adjacent 
properties,  the  former  drum  storage  site  at  Building  329  and  the 
undetermined  UST  site  at  Building  140,  where  there  is 
insufficient  information  to  assess  possible  environmental  impacts 
on  the  CERFA  parcel.  If  records  search,  interviews,  and  visual 
inspection  cannot  provide  sufficient  information  for  these  two, 
or  any  other,  parcels,  sampling  may  be  necessary  to  determine 
that  there  is  no  migration  of  contamination. 


» 
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Better  linkage  between  text  and  map;  • 

While  the  map  in  Figure  5-1  helps  orient  the  reader,  there  are  a 

number  of  references  in  the  text  to  specific  buildings,  hangers, 

revetment  areas,  test  facilities,  and  hazardous  materials  storage 

and  use  areas  that  are  not  identified  or  correctly  coded  on  the 

map.  For  example.  Building  515  is  reported  to  have  actively  I 

lea)cing  PCB  containing  transformers,  yet  it  is  coded  as  part  of  a 

CERFA  Parcel.  It  would  also  be  helpful  to  reference  a  site  in 

the  text  by  the  map  coordinates  (x,y) .  For  example,  in  section 

4.4.6  Radionuclides,  it  would  be  easier  to  locate  the  cylinders 

by  map  coordinates  rather  than  describing  the  location  as  "below 

the  northern  levee  beyond  the  runway  overrun  in  the  airfield  BRAC  I 

Parcel . " 


Possible  contaminants : 

There  are  a  few  possible  contaminants  that  are  not  specifically  I 

addressed  or  only  briefly  addressed  in  the  document. 

Section  2.4.1,  Visual  Inspection  of  HAAF,  notes  that  barrels, 

bags,  or  other  containers  observed  on  the  BRAC  Parcel  were 

inspected  to  determine  if  they  contained  pesticides  or  herbicides 

and  that  evidence  of  stressed  vegetation  was  noted.  However,  I 

there  is  no  specific  report  on  pesticides  or  herbicides 

application,  storage,  or  use.  The  document  should  contain  this 

information  and  its  impact  on  the  identification  of  CERFA 

parcels.  If  the  Army  intends  to  identify  parcels  where 

pesticides/herbicides  have  been  applied  as  uncontaminated  under 

CERFA,  the  legal  rationale  for  these  conclusions  should  be  I 

provided . 


I 


Current  waste  management  practices  are  described  in  the  document, 
but  past  disposal  of  medical  or  biohazardous  is  listed  as 
unknown . 


I 


Section  4.9  contains  a  brief  note  that  no  data  was  available 
regarding  storm  sewers  when  the  BRAC  parcels  were  designated  and 
that  this  data,  when  complete  and  received,  could  change  the 
designation  of  some  areas  within  the  BRAC  parcels.  Rather  than 
including  within  CERFA  parcels  any  areas  suspected  of 
contamination,  these  areas  should  be  listed  as  "under 
investigation"  similar  to  Category  7  parcels  as  described  in  the 
BCP  Guidebook. 

The  document  notes  that  one  newspaper  article  reported  dumping  of 
UXO  and  that  the  enhanced  PA  included  an  estimate  of  the  location 
of  bombing  areas.  Although  there  is  no  other  documentation  of 
these  areas,  are  there  former  employees  who  might  be  able  to 
verify  or  locate  these  sites? 


» 
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Analysis  of  all  applicable  property; 

Section  120(h) (4) (E)  specifies  that  CERFA  identification  applies 
to  any  real  property  owned  by  the  United  States  that  is  or  has 
been  used  as  a  military  installation  and  on  which  the  United 
States  plans  to  close  or  realign  military  operations  pursuant  to 
a  base  closure  law.  It  is  not  clear  why  the  following  parcels 
are  not  part  of  this  review  and  document:  the  Army-owned  parcels 
to  the  north  and  west  of  the  identified  BRAC  Parcels;  the  small 
parcels  identified  in  the  text  as  Al,  A2,  A3,  AS,  and  A6 ; 
property  transferred  and  to  be  transferred  to  the  US  Coast  Guard; 
and  the  levee  easement.  The  document  should  clearly  note 
property  on  HAAF  as  subject  to  120(h) (4) (E) ,  along  with  the 
rationale  for  why  any  property  is  not  considered. 
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.konmcntal  pwqtection  agency 
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cNT  OF  TOXIC  SUBSTANCES  CONTROL 

.  Jvl,  4th  Floor 
^  .  Box  806 

Sacramento,  CA  95812-0806 
(916)  2^5-2023 

February  4,  1994 


Major  Ronald  Light 

United  States  Army  Environmental  Center 
Attn:  SFIM-AEC-BCP 

Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland  21010 
Dear  Major  Light: 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  the  draft  Community 
Environmental  Response  and  Facilitation  Act  (CERFA)  Report  for 
Hamilton  Army  Airfield.  We  look  fojrward  to  the  opportunity  to 
review  and  comment  on  your  final  report. 

Enclosed  please  find  general  and  specific  comments  on  the 
draft  CERFA  Report  from  the  following: 

Attachment  One  is  California  Environmental  Protection 
Agency's  (Cal/EPA)  comments.  This  set  of  comments  is  primarily 
prepared  by  the  Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control.  Comments 
have  also  been  provided  by  the  Regional  Water  Quality  Control 
Board  and  are  denoted  with  the  initials  (RWQCB) . 

The  Department  of  Health  Services,  Environmental  Radiation 
Program  and  the  County  of  Marin,  Waste  Management  Division  also 
provided  comments  and  are  included  as  Attachments  Two  and  Three . 

One  of  our  major  concerns  is  that  the  CERFA  process  was  not 
applied  to  all  Army  owned  property.  It  appears  the  CERFA  review 
was  not  conducted  on  property  outside  the  designated  Base 
Realignment  and  Closure  (BRAC)  parcels.  We  realize  the  Navy 
property  will  be  included  in  the  CERFA  document  currently  being 
prepared  by  the  Navy. 

We  have  coordinated  our  comments  with  the  United  States 
Environmental  Protection  Agency.  We  are  interested  in  meeting 
with  you  to  discuss  the  CERFA  Report.  I  will  call  you  about  a 
possible  time  and  location.  Due  to  the  strict  time  line  imposed 
by  the  CERFA  statute,  we  feel  that  it  is  important  that  we  work 
closely  with  you  to  address  our  concerns  in  your  final  report. 
Further,  it  would  be  helpful  to  the  State  if  your  letter 
requesting  concurrence  included  a  listing  of  specific  parcels 
upon  which  you  want  concurrence. 


Major  Ronald  Light 

February  4,  1994 
Page  Two 


Please  contact  me  at  (916)  255-2023  if  you  have  any 
immediate  issues  to  discuss . 


Sincere^, 


mAZ/ 


rheresa  McGarry  '  ^  / 

Environmental  Assessment  and/ 
Reuse  Specialist  / 


Enclosure 


cc :  Ms.  Esther  Hill 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Region  IX 

75  Hawthorne  Street  (MC  H-3-2) 

San  Francisco,  California  94105 

Mr.  Neil  Nelson 

BRAC  Environmental  Coordinator  (BEC) 

6th  U.S.  Army 

Presidio  of  San  Francisco 

Attn:  AFKC-ZM-DEH-EE 

San  Francisco,  California  94129-7000 

Steven  A.  Book,  Ph.D. 

Environmental  Radiation  Programs 
Division  of  Drinking  Water  and 
Environmental  Management 
601  North  7th  Street 
P.O.  Box  942732 

Sacramento,  California  94234-7320 
Mr.  Timothy  A.  Underwood 

County  of  Marin,  Waste  Management  Division 

3501  Civic  Center  Drive 

San  Rafael,  California  94903-4177 
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Attachment  1 


A 


SUBJECT:  EVALUATION  OF  COMMLJITY  El. . -RONMENTAL  RESPONSE  B 

FACILITATION  ACT  (CERFA)  REPORT  FOR  HAMILTON  ARMY 
AIRFIELD  (HAAF) ,  NOVATO,  CALIFORNIA 


GENERAL  COMMENTS 

1 .  Numerous  acronyms  and  abbreviations  are  used  throughout  the 
Report.  Some  of  the  acronyms  and  abbreviations  presented  in 
the  Report  are  relatively  new  to  the  environmental  process. 

A  listing  of  acronyms  and  abbreviations  was  not  provided. 

The  Army  should  provide  a  listing  of  acronyms  and 
abbreviations  in  alphabetical  order  prior  to  Section  1.0 
(Introduction)  of  the  Report. 

2.  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  Guidance  for  CERFA  (September 
1993)  states  that  the  Environmental  Baseline  Survey  (EBS) 
Report  will  include  "property  identification"  (e.g., 
address,  assessor  parcel  number,  legal  description) .  Please 
discuss  why  the  acre-grid  approach  was  taJcen,  instead. 

3.  Section  3.0  (Property  Bac)cground  Information)  discusses 
numerous  land  parcels,  buildings,  sale  property,  parlcing 
areas,  and  housing  areas  without  providing  a  scaled  base  map 
showing  all  the  referenced  locations.  The  lack  of 
correlation  between  text  and  scaled  figures  greatly  reduces 
the  readability  and  useability  of  the  Report. 

Please  provide  a  scaled  base  map  showing  all  identified 
features  contained  within  the  Report  to  ensure  completeness 
and  to  enhance  useability. 

4.  Section  4.0  { Investigation  Results)  presents  generalized 
test  results  and  sampling  locations,  some  of 

which  are  incorrect  when  compared  to  data  presented  in  the 
Final  Environmental  Investigation  Report  (FEIR) . 

Please  use  specific  test  results  and  sampling  locations, 
such  as  monitoring  well  and  test  pit  identifications.  These 
identifications  should  be  linked  to  proper  references  so 
that  any  reader  would  know  where  and  what  information  to 
look  for  if  they  are  interested  in  specific  details. 

5.  Section  4.0  (Investigation  Results)  consistently  uses 
subjective  terminology  such  as  trace,  significant,  low, 
elevated,  and  ethers  to  describe  the  extent  of 
contamination.  Without  the  use  of  a  proper  reference,  the 
use  of  subjective  terminology  is  misleading  because  the 
terms  have  different  meaning  to  different  data  users. 
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Please  remove  subjective  terminology  from  the  Report  and  use 
only  reported  concentrations  to  describe  the  extent  of  all 
identified  contaminants. 

The  Report  does  not  adequately  address  the  potential  impact 
of  contamination  from  parcel  to  parcel  identified  in  the 
Report . 

Please  adequately  address  any  impacts  to  uncontaminated 
areas  from  contamination  on  the  installation  and  adjacent 
properties . 

The  Army  appears  to  have  done  an  incomplete  review  of 
historical  aerial  photos  for  the  installation.  This  review 
is  required  by  CERFA. 

It  appears  that  the  only  reference  to  an  aerial  photo  review 
is  on  page  4.5  of  the  Report  under  the  section  "Revetment 
Turnouts" . 

In  general,  the  parcels  on  HAAF  with  buried  fuel  lines  have 
not  been  adequately  investigated  to  determine  if  fuel  has 
been  released.  Given  the  age  of  the  fuel  lines  and  soil 
conditions  at  the  site  it  is  likely  that  undocumented  fuel 
releases  have  occurred  along  these  lines. 

Please  classify  parcels  with  unexcavated  fuel  lines  as  CERFA 
Disqualified,  since  contamination  from  these  older 
structures  is  likely  and  they  have  not  yet  been  adequately 
investigated.  ;rwqCB) 

Analysis  of  samples  from  the  large  drainage  ditches  that 
transport  surface  runoff  from  HAAF  and  from  the  tidal 
wetlands  exposed  to  the  discharge  from  these  ditches,  has 
revealed  elevated  levels  of  metals,  semi-volatile  organic 
compounds  and  petroleum  hydrocarbons  (see  FEIR) .  These  data 
indicate  that  the  drainage  ditches  may  be  an  important 
transport  pathway  for  contaminants  from  various  parts  of  the 
airfield  to  the  San  Francisco  Bay. 

Please  classify  parcels  including  portions  of  the  large 
drainage  ditches  as  CERFA  Disqualified  until  they  have  been 
adequately  investigated.  Adequate  investigation  may  include 
additional  samples  for  chemical  analysis  and/or  bioassay 
analysis  of  the  water  in  the  ditches.  (RWQCB) 

It  is  unclear  from  the  information  provided  whether  the 
parcel  borders  adequately  delineate  contaminated  from 
uncontaminated  areas.  The  Army  should  provide  the  rationale 
used  in  delineating  parcel  boundaries  and  "areas  of 
concern" . 


11.  It  is  our  understanding  that  the  Army  is  taking  the  position 
that  the  presence  of  asbestos  or  lead-based  paint,  the 
presence  of  naturally-occurring  radon  (or  other 
radionuclides) ,  or  the  presence  of  polychloroethylene 
Biphenyl  (PCB) -containing  equipment  stored  (not  in  use)  need 
not  disqualify  property  from  being  designated  CERFA  or  CERFA 
Qualified  parcel. 

Please  provide  in  the  Report  the  legal  and  technical 
rationale  that  was  used  to  reach  this  conclusion. 

12.  The  Army  should  identify  Installation  Restoration  Program 
(IRP)  sites  on  the  maps. 

SPECIFIC  COMMENTS 

1.  Cover  Letter:  The  cover  letter  for  this  Report  (to  Major 
Ron  Light,  dated  November  1,  1993)  indicates  that  the 
Northern  Drainage  Ditch  and  portions  of  the  JP-4  Fuel  Lines 
may  be  reclassified  as  CERFA  Parcels. 

Please  keep  these  areas  as  CERFA  Disqualified  because  as 
discussed  above,  it  is  suspected  that  these  areas  may  be 
contaminated  to  some  degree.  (RWQCB) 

2.  Page  1-1.  The  text  states,  "  The  BRAC  Program  is  patterned 
after  the  Army's  IRP  except  it  has  been  expanded  to  include 
such  categories  of  contamination  such  as  asbestos,  radon, 
PCBs,  and  others  that  are  not  normally  addressed  under  the 
Army  IRP."  Based  on  this  statement  it  is  unclear  what 
categories  of  contamination  are  addressed  under  which 
program.  This  is  particularly  important  with  respect  to 
property  transfers  because  more  than  one  program  may  need  to 
be  involved  to  adequately  characterize  and  remediate 
contamination . 

Please  amend  Section  1.1  (Purpose  and  Scope)  to  clearly  and 
completely  define  which  types  of  contaminants  and/or 
substances  are  identified  under  which  program. 

3.  Page  1-1.  The  text  states  "  The  term  "enhanced"  is  used  to 
distinguish  these  assessments  from  previous  IRP  preliminary 
assessment  (PAs)  since  the  BRAC  PAs  are  conducted  from  a 
property  transfer  perspective  and  evaluate  areas  which  are 
not  included  on  the  IRP  (e.g.  asbestos,  radon,  PCBs) ."  This 
is  incorrect.  The  scope  of  the  IRP  PA  may  be  different  than 
the  enhanced- PA  in  terms  of  the  types  of  contaminants  but 
certainly  not  in  terms  of  land  or  area. 

Please  provide  clear  and  complete  definition  of  what 
contaminants  are  addressed  under  which  program  (i.e  PAs 
versus  enhanced  PAs) . 


Page  1-1.  The  text  generically  refers  to  BRAC  1  and  BRAC  91 
base  closures  but  never  identifies  how  HAAF  fits  into  which 
base  closure  group. 

The  text  should  provide  the  necessary  link  of  HAAF  to  the 
appropriate  closure  group. 

Page  1-2.  The  text  states,  "The  purpose  of  this  final  report 
is  to  present  the  findings  for  HAAF  in  Novato,  California." 
The  text  incorrectly  identifies  the  Report  as  final  when  the 
Report  cover  clearly  identifies  it  as  draft . 

Please  accurately  state  the  status  of  the  Report,  which  is 
draft . 


Page  1-2.  The  text  under  Section  1.2  identifies  four  parcel 
types:  (1)  BRAC  Parcel,  (2)  BRAC  Parcel  with  Qualifier (s) , 

(3)  CERFA  Disqualified  Parcel,  and  (4)  CERFA  Excluded 
Parcel.  Unfortunately,  consistency  is  not  maintained  within 
the  Report  using  the  four  identified  terms.  For  example. 
Figure  5-1  uses  the  term  CERFA  Parcel  not  BRAC  Parcel  and  it 
uses  the  term  CERFA  Parcel  with  Qualifiers  not  BRAC  Parcel 
with  Qualifier  (s)  .  Consistency  between  the  two  remaining 
terms  is  maintained  between  the  text  on  Page  1-2  and  Figure 
5-1.  Also,  BRAC  Parcel  is  incorrectly  given  the  definition 
of  CERFA.  The  BRAC  Parcel  definition  appears  to  be  defining 
the  Army- owned  property  which  is  subject  to  BRAC  and  which 
consists  of  all  four  parcel  types. 

Please  correct  the  definitions  and  m.aintain  term  consistency 
throughout  the  Report  for  accuracy,  completeness,  and 
readability. 

Page  1-2.  The  text  (eg.  BRAC  Parcel,  BRAC  Parcel  with 
Qualifier:  incorrectly  identifies  radionuclides,  lead-based 
paint  and  asbestos  (friable)  as  non-CERCLA  hazardous. 
.According  to  40  CFR  Part  302  and  Table  302.4  these 
substances  are  listed  as  a  CERCLA  hazardous  substance. 

Page  1-2.  BRAC  Parcel  with  Qualifier:  The  text  incorrectly 
identifies  PCB  containing  equipment  as  non-CERCLA.  PCBs  are 
considered  a  CERCLA  substance.  PCB  transformers  which  are 
in  service  need  not  preclude  a  CERFA  parcel  designation. 

Pages  1-2  and  1-3.  The  text  identifies  labels  for  qualifying 
parcels  and  labels  to  qualify  contaminants.  Unfortunately, 
these  labels  are  not  included  on  Figure  5-1  which  reduces 
the  useability  of  Figure  5-1.  Further,  a  review  of  Table  5- 
1  shows  that  parcel  2Q  was  not  identified  and  labels  are 
inconsistently  applied  such  as  for  parcel  number  1Q-/A/L/RD 
when  compared  to  the  listing  on  Figure  5-1. 
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Please  be  consistent  with  labeling  to  facilitate  direct 
comparison  of  text  to  figures,  tc::t  to  tab  ?s,  and  figures 
to  tables .  Accuracy  and  consistency  must  be  maintained  in  • 

the  Report  to  ensure  useability. 

10.  Page  1-3.  The  text  under  Section  1.3 

(Geographical /Environmental  Setting)  describes  the  "airfield 
BRAC  Parcel"  and  "Hospital  Hill  Brae  Parcel"  in  terms  of 
location  on  the  base  and  the  types  of  properties  bounding  • 

these  parcels.  While  the  text  is  lengthy,  it  is  not 
referenced  to  any  scaled  map  which  clearly  and  completely 
shows  all  of  the  referenced  properties.  In  addition,  the 
text  indicates  that  the  "airfield  BRAC  Parcel"  is  located  in 
the  eastern  portion  of  the  installation.  The  latter 

statement  is  only  partially  correct  because  the  "airfield  t 

BRAC  Parcel"  extends  from  the  northwestern  extent  of  the 
installation  to  the  eastern  levee,  not  to  mention  its 
northern  or  southern  boundaries.  Further,  the  text 
identified  parcels  A1  through  A6  without  definition  of  their 
location  or  boundaries. 

i 

Pj.ease  provide  a  scaled  base  map,  a  size  similar  to  Figure 
5-1,  which  clearly  shows  all  identified  parcels,  border 
properties  with  designations,  and  all  boundaries. 

11.  Page  1-3.  Please  reword  "Hazardous  Release/Disposal"  to 

"Hazardous  Substances  Release/Disposal"  and  "Hazardous  § 

Storage"  to  "Hazardous  Substances  storage". 

12.  Page  1-4.  Section  1.3.2  (Surface  Water  Drainage)  is  not 
correlated  to  a  scaled  map  indicating  flow  directions  of 
surface  water  supporting  the  text.  The  text  is  unclear 

where  surface  runoff  from  one  parcel  flows  onto  another  ^ 

parcel . 

It  would  be  helpful  if  the  Army  provided  a  scaled  base  map 
showing  surface  water  drainage  flow  paths,  flood  plains, 

Novato  Creek  Watershed,  tidal  estuaries,  Novato  Creek, 

collection  ditches,  and  pump  stations  to  accurately  show  the  I 

surface  water  drainage  interaction  among  land  parcels. 

13.  Page  1-5.  Section  1.3.3  (Geology  and  Soils)  is  not  linked  to 
a  scaled  base  map,  does  not  identify  the  presence  of 
Tertiary  (?)  sandstone  unconformably  overlying  Franciscan 

Complex  rocks  on  Reservoir  Hill  and  incorrectly  uses  the  ^ 

term  "classic"  sediments. 

Please  modify  the  text  appropriately  and  link  it  to  a  scaled 
base  map.  The  FEIR  should  be  appropriately  referenced  when 
modifying  t.he  text. 

» 
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Page  1-6.  Section  1.3.4  (Hydrogeology).  The  text  should 
discuss  any  relevant  information  regarding  well  locations, 
potentiometric  surface,  and  groundwater  flow  directions. 

The  Army  could  reference  any  scaled  maps  showing  all  well 
locations,  potentiometric  surface,  and  groundwater  flow 
di rections . 

Page  1-6.  Section  1.3.4  (Hydrogeology)  uses  subjective 
terminology  such  as  small,  low,  high,  and  very  slow  to 
describe  groundwater  flow  rates  and  lateral  hydraulic 
gradients.  Subjective  terminology  has  different  meanings  to 
different  data  users. 

Please  delete  all  subjective  terminology  and  use  actual 
values  found  in  the  FEIR.  The  actual  values  should  be 
obtainable  from  the  scaled  map  identified  in  specific 
comment  number  12 . 

Pages  1-6  and  1-7.  Section  1.3.4  (Hydrogeology)  consistently 
uses  inappropriate  terminology  such  as  "unconformed 
aquitard",  " inpoc)<ets " ,  and  "bac)cish"  to  describe  the 
hydrogeology  at  HAAF. 

Please  use  recognized  hydrogeology  terms  for  describing  the 
hydrogeology  at  HAAF. 

Page  1-6.  Section  1.3.4  (Hydrogeology)  identifies  that  the 
"airfield  BRAC  Parcel"  consists  of  one  to  three 
hydrogeologic  units.  One  unit  is  identified  as  the  Bay  Mud 
and  another  unit  is  identified  as  fill  material  placed  upon 
the  Bay  Mud.  The  third  unit  is  not  described. 

Please  identify  the  third  hydrogeologic  unit.  The  text 
should  describe  the  i.nteraction  of  groundwater  among  units. 
The  Army  could  reference  any  scaled  maps  which  show  the 
locations  of  hydrogeologic  units. 

Page  1-6  and  '7.  The  Bay  Mud  is  a  locally  recognized 
stratigraphic  unit. 

Please  capitalize  the  name  "Bay  Mud"  throughout  the 
document.  (RWQCB) 

Page  1-7.  The  text  states  that  "The  only  region  of  the 
airfield  portion  of  the  BRAC  Parcel  in  which  significant 
groundwater  investigations  have  not  been  conducted  is  along 
the  runway  and  in  the  northern  most  portion  of  the  site." 
These  portions  of  the  site  make  up  on-third  to  one-half  of 
the  BRAC  Parcel  and  it  is  misleading  to  discount  their 
importance  with  a  qualifier  such  as  "only" . 
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Please  modify  the  text  to  include  an  estimate  of  proportion 
of  HAAF  that  has  not  been  the  subject  of  a  groundwater 
investigation.  (RWQCB) 

20.  Page  1-7.  The  text  states  that  "It  is  anticipated  that 
these  areas  would  exhibit  a  relatively  flat  water  table 
similar  to  the  revetment  area  due  to  the  presence  of  the  low 
hydraulic  conductivity  of  bay  mud."  While  a  flat  water 
table  may  be  expected  in  this  area  due  to  the  low  relief,  it 
would  probably  not  be  caused  by  low  hydraulic  conductivity. 

Please  reword  the  text  or  give  further  explanation.  (RWQCB) 

21.  Page  1-7.  The  text  states  that  "The  hydrogeology  of  the 
Hospital  Hill  BRAC  Parcel  has  not  been  investigated  as 
thoroughly  as  the  airfield  portion  of  the  BRAC  Parcel."  It 
does  not  appear  the  hydrogeology  of  this  area  has  been 
investigated  at  all,  since  the  nearest  well  (that  the  text 
indicates)  is  in  a  completely  different  hydrogeologic 
situation  (low  relief  Bay  Mud  versus  high  relief  bedrock  and 
coiluvium) . 

Please  modify  the  text  to  accurately  and  completely  state 
the  facts.  (RWQCB) 

22.  Page  2-1.  The  text  states,  "A  listing  of  these  documents  is 
provided  in  Appendix  A.  A  summary  of  the  findings  in  the 
most  relevant  of  these  documents  is  provided  below."  A 
review  of  Appendix  A  shows  that  the  cover  page's  title  is 
mis-spelled,  the  title  is  mis-spelled  on  Page  A-1,  some 
dates  are  not  provided,  and  T3D  (to  be  determined)  is 
provided  as  a  footnote  but  is  not  used  on  Page  A-1. 

Further,  it  is  unclear  how  "most  relevant"  is  defined  and 
what  criteria  were  used  for  selection. 

Please  resolve  spelling  errors,  missing  dates,  and  T3D 
issues  in  Appendix  A.  Further,  the  Army  should  clearly 
define  the  term  "most  relevant"  and  state  what  criteria  was 
used  in  the  selection  process. 

23.  Page  2-1.  The  text  states,  "The  PA  is  enhanced  to  cover 

topics  not  normally  addressed  in  a  PA.  These  topics 
include:  .  .  .  ".  The  listing  of  topics  provided  is  not  the 

same  as  the  listing  provided  on  Page  1-3  of  the  Report. 

Please  ensure  that  the  topics  identified  in  the  enhanced- PA 
on  Page  2-1  be  fully  compatible  with  the  listing  provided  on 
Page  1 -  3 . 


» 


» 
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Page  2-2.  The  text  indicates  that  the  enhanced -PA 
recommended  further  actions.  However,  the  recommended 
further  actions  are  in  some  cases  inappropriate  because  of 
prior  decisions.  For  example,  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  Sacramento  Division  has  indicated  to  DTSC  that  JP- 
4  fuel  lines  and  any  associated  contamination  will  be 
removed . 

Please  contact  the  appropriate  personnel  at  the  regulatory 
agencies,  DoD,  and  Corps  of  Engineers  to  gain  a  more 
accurate  and  complete  picture  of  where  and  what  further 
actions  actually  need  to  be  proposed. 

Page  2-3.  Section  2.1.2  (El  Report)  states,  "The  El  focused 
on  AREEs  identified  in  the  enhanced  PA".  A  review  of  the  El 
and  comparison  to  the  Report  shows  that  asbestos, 
radiological  disposal  site,  and  bombing  range  were  not  part 
of  site-specific  evaluations. 

Please  modify  the  quoted  language  to  exclude  asbestos, 
radioloaicai  disposal  site,  and  bombing  range  as  elements  of 
the  El.” 


Page  2-'. 
and  analys 
and  potent 
study  area 
extent  of 
The  Califc 
San  Franc i 
the  El,  un 
as  confirm 
activities 


The  text  states,  "Through  an  integrated  sampling 
is  program,  the  El  identified  the  nature,  extent, 
ial  pathways  of  contamination  associated  with  the 
This  statement  is  incorrect.  In  fact  the 
contamination  is  not  fully  defined  at  any  site, 
rnia  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  (RWQCB) 
SCO  Bay  Region  has  given  conditional  approval  of 
der  conditions  of  additional  sampling  and  analysis 
ing  the  extent  of  contamination  during  remedial 


Please  reword  the  text  to  accurately  and  correctly  state  the 
facts  . 


Section  2.1.3  (Draft  Alte 
dicates  that  cleanup  leve 
ory  agencies.  In  fact,  c 
oleum  hydrocarbons  as  gas 
roundwater  for  the  Phase 
tion  (GSA)  sale  property 
cleanup  levels  are  in  the 
and  are  largely  a  funct 


Page  2 -3 . 

Report)  in 
by  regular 
total  peer 
soil  and  g 
Administra 
All  other 
determined 
options . 

Please  modify  Section  2.1.3  to  present  the  facts  regarding 
cleanup  levels. 


rnatives  Assessment 
is  have  been  established 
nly  cleanup  levels  for 
oline  and  diesel  fuel  in 
1  General  Services 
have  been  established. 

process  of  being 
on  of  the  proposed  reuse 
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^  28.  Page  2-3.  Section  2.1.<l  (Asbestos  Survey  Report,  HAAF) 

^  indicates  that  three  buildings  (numbers  20,  40,  516)  were 

not  surveyed  for  asbestos.  However,  no  indication  of  why 
they  were  not  surveyed  or  when  they  will  be  surveyed  is 
provided.  No  information  is  provided  regarding  whether  or 
not  the  asbestos  is  in  friable  condition. 

Please  provide  the  rationale  for  not  surveying  buildings  20, 
40,  and  516,  as  well  as  an  indication  as  to  if  and  when  they 
will  be  surveyed.  The  Army  should  consider  including  a  copy 
of  the  Asbestos  Survey  Report  as  was  done  in  the  CERFA 
Report  for  Fort  Ord.  Information  regarding  the  condition  of 
the  asbestos  in  the  buildings  should  be  provided. 

29.  Page  2-4.  The  text  contained  within  Section  2.1.6  discusses 
the  preparation  of  a  PA  report  for  the  four  parcels  that 
will  be  transferred  but  omits  any  discussion  of  the  revelant 
information  revealed  in  that  report. 

Please  summarize  the  results  of  the  PA. 

30.  Page  2-4.  The  text  contained  within  Section  2.2  (Federal, 
State,  and  Local  Government  Regulatory  Records)  indicates  an 
electronic  database  search  was  conducted  and  results  are  in 
Appendix  B.  A  review  of  Appendix  B  shows  that  an  electronic 
database  search  was  conducted  (with  numerous  discla  •^ers) 

^  and  a  statistical  profile  is  presented.  The  text  ii  Section 

2.2  does  not  clearly  and  completely  identify  database 
acronyms,  such  as  HWIS,  and  where  the  identified  sites  are 
relative  to  the  two  subject  parcels.  Therefore, 
interpretation  and  useability  are  greatly  hindered. 

Please  modify  the  text  in  Section  2.2  of  the  Report  to 
clearly  summarize  the  results  of  Appendix  B,  some  of  which 
should  be  tabular  format,  and  clearly  identify  what  each 
acronym  means.  Further,  the  Army  should  provide  a  scaled 
map  showing  the  locations  of  the  sites  identified  in 
Appendix  B  and  the  two  subject  parcels  at  HAAF. 

31.  Page  2-4.  The  text  states,  "A  complete  list  of  agencies 
visited  or  contacted  and  individuals  interviewed  is  provided 
in  Table  2-1."  A  review  of  Table  2-1  shows  that  dates  of 
employment  for  10  of  23  interviewees  are  undetermined. 
Because  nearly  50  percent  of  the  interviews  have 
undetermined  time  frames  for  involvement  with  environmental 
activities  at  HAAF  a  high  degree  of  chronologic 
unreliability  exists  for  information  provided  by  the  10 
interviews.  Further,  there  is  no  Region  12  for  the 
California  Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control  (DTSC)  and 
some  of  the  interviewees  names  are  misspelled. 
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Please  do  the  following;  (1)  identify  the  uncertainty 
associated  with  the  10  interv.,. ees  in  the  Report  or  make  a 
better  effort  to  identify  actual  dates  of  involvement,  (2) 
identify  the  appropriate  DTSC  Regions  and  (3)  correct  name 
misspellings . 

Page  2-10.  Pesticide/Herbicide  Application,  Storage,  or 
Use.  The  Army  should  address,  in  more  detail,  the  results 
of  the  visual  inspection  regarding  the  storage  and  use  of 
the  pesticides  and  herbicides  and  their  potential  impacts  on 
uncontaminated  areas . 

Page  2-10  to  2-11.  The  report  indicates  that  a  newspaper 
article  reported  dumping  of  unexploded  ordnance  (UXO) . 
Although  there  appears  to  be  no  other  documented  evidence  of 
this  activity,  the  Report  indicates  that  interviews  were 
done  to  confirm  this  activity.  The  Report  does  not  discuss 
the  results  of  those  interviews. 

Page  2-11.  Section  2.4.2  (Visual  Inspection  of  the  Adjacent 
Property)  indicates  a  database  search  within  a  1.75  mile 
radius  from  the  center  of  the  site  has  occurred.  In  Section 
2.2  a  2.5  mile  radius  database  search  was  conducted  and 
information  was  provided  in  Appendix  B.  No  associated 
appendix  is  provided  for  the  1.75  mile  radius  database 
search.  It  is  unclear  why  a  shorter  radius  database  search 
was  conducted,  why  it  has  a  shorter  radius  and,  therefore, 
is  a  subset  of  the  larger  radius  database  search,  and  why 
the  resultant  database  information  is  not  provided  in  a 
supporting  appendix. 

Please  provide  the  following:  (1)  a  scaled  base  map  showing 
the  centroid  and  the  1.75  mile  radius  database  search  area 

(2)  supportive  database  information  in  appendix  format,  and 

(3)  a  clear  rationale  for  apparently  duplication  of  effort 
when  the  1.75  mile  radius  database  search  is  a  subset  of  the 
2.5  mile  radius  database  search. 

Page  2-11.  Section  2.5  (Title  Documents)  indicates  that  the 
last  revision  date  is  January  1990,  and  several  transfers 
have  occurred  since  that  time.  It  is  unclear  why  all 
property  transfers  since  1990  are  not  identified  in  Section 
2.5  of  the  Report . 

Please  provide  a  current  Tract  Register  Map  which  shows  all 
property  transfers  to  date,  or  the  existing  map  should  be 
supplemented  with  scaled  maps  and  supportive  text  that 
clearly  and  completely  shows  all  property  transfers. 

Further,  the  Army  should  provide  any  relevant  information 
obtained  from  the  review  of  recorded  chain  of  title 
documents  regarding  the  property. 


» 
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36.  Page  3-2.  Section  3.1.1  (Past  i'.ctivities)  describes  numerous 

areas  with  respect  to  specific  buildings,  hangers,  test 
facilities,  and  the  storage  and  use  of  hazardous  substances.  § 

Scaled  maps  are  not  provided  which  show  the  necessary  visual 
support  for  the  text . 

Please  provide  a  scaled  map  showing  the  specific  text 
referenced  structures  to  properly  orientate  the  reader. 

» 

37.  Pages  3-2  and  3-3.  The  text  indicates  that  the  majority  of 
reventment  turnouts  are  paved,  although  several  are  unpaved. 

The  text  does  not  specifically  identify  by  number 
designation  which  reventments  are  unpaved,  nor  is  the  text 
supported  by  a  scaled  map  showing  paved  and  unpaved 

revetment  areas.  ^ 

Please  number  designate  all  reventment  areas  and  show  their 
locations  on  a  scaled  map. 

33.  Page  3-4.  The  text  indicates  that  one  and  possibly  two 

underground  storage  tanks  (USTs)  exist  at  Building  41.  The  • 

FEIR  indicates  that  only  one  UST  currently  exists  at 
Building  41  and  a  second  UST  was  previously  removed  because 
it  leaked.  When  the  leaky  UST  was  removed,  over  excavation 
of  impacted  soils  also  occurred  and  those  soils  are  still 
stockpiled  on-site. 

Please  amend  the  Report  and  present  the  facts  as  they  exist 
in  the  FEIR. 

39.  Page  3-4.  The  text  identifies  the  existence  of  Building  575 
in  the  "Hospital  Hill  BRAC  Parcel".  However,  a  review  of 

Figure  5-1  shows  that  Building  575  is  not  labeled  as  p 

existing  at  the  "Hospital  Hill  BRAC  Parcel". 

Please  modify  Figure  5-1  to  show  the  location  of  Building 
575  as  part  of  the  "Hospital  Hill  BRAC  Parcel". 

40.  Page  3-4.  The  text  for  medical  activities  fails  to  identify  ^ 

the  potential  existence  of  mercury  associated  with 

thermometers  and  other  medical  measurement  equipment.  It  is 

the  common  practice  of  most  medical  facilities  to  discard 

the  mercury  associated  with  broken  medical  measurement 

equipment  by  pouring  it  down  the  draifT,  At  other/  DoD 

facilities,  drain  line  traps  have  been  found  to  be  laden  ^ 

with  mercury.  Further,  text  on  page  4-17,  Section  4.4.6 

indicates  the  potential  for  radioactive  materials  in  several 

buildings  which  is  not  addressed  in  this  section.  Also,  the 

buildings  located  on  Hospital  Hill  have  little  discussion  of 

past  uses. 

ft 


ft 
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Please  identify  the  potential  presence  of  mercury  with 
medical  activities  and  drain  disposal  to  receiving  base 
facilities  and  consider  it  a  potential  migration  pathway. 
The  Army  should  also  address  the  potential  for  radioactive 
materials . 


41.  Page  3-6.  Associated  with  Building  86,  the  text  identifies 
three  hazardous  materials/waste  storage  areas  that  are 
located  outside  the  hanger.  The  text  discusses  two  of  the 
storage  areas  but  not  the  third  storage  area.  No  scaled  map 
is  provided  showing  their  locations.  Further,  the  hazardous 
substances/wastes  are  not  specifically  identified  as 
Comprehensive  Environmental  Response,  Compensation,  and 
Liability  Act  (CERCLA)  hazardous  or  non-CERCLA  hazardous. 

Please  discuss  the  third  storage  area,  identify  the 
hazardous  substances  and  provide  a  scaled  map  supporting  the 
text  to  enhance  its  readability  and  understanding. 

42.  Page  3-6.  The  text  indicates  that  a  5,000  gallon  JP4  fuel 
truck  is  located  near  storage  area  2  northwest  of  Building 
86.  A  review  of  the  FEIR  indicates  that  the  northwest 
designation  may  be  incorrect  and  it  may  be  southwest. 

Please  verify  the  geographic  designation  and  show  the  JP4 
trucks  location  on  a  scaled  map. 

43.  Page  3-7.  The  text  identifies  three  connexs  associated  with 
Building  94,  as  94A,  94B,  and  94C.  Unfortunately,  none  of 
the  connexs  are  shown  on  a  scaled  map. 

The  Army  should  provide  a  scaled  map  which  shows  text 
referenced  building  and  connexs. 

44.  Page  3-7.  A  discussion  is  provided  on  the  "Hospital  Hill 
BRAC  Parcel"  with  specific  text  on  each  building.  However, 
no  mention  of  Building  575  is  provided  even  though  it  is 
identified  on  Page  3-4  of  the  Report. 

Please  include  a  discussion  of  Building  575  on  Page  3-7  of 
the  "Hoscital  Hill  BRAC  Parcel". 


45.  Page  3-S.  The  final  paragraph  at  the  bottom  of  Page  3- 

states,  .  .  at  a  suspected  UST  site  behind  Building  26." 
Page  3-5  of  the  Report  indicates  that  only  above  ground 
storage  tanks  (AGTs)  exist  at  Building  26  but  USTs  may  exist 
at  Building  20. 

Please  resolve  the  continuity  regarding  the  existence  of 
ASTs  and/or  USTs  at  Building  26  and  Building  20  so  that  the 
Report  is  consistent  and  accurate. 
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The  text  states  that  "Parcels  Al,  A2,  A3,  A5,  and  A6  have 
been  transferred  to  the  new  Hamilton  Partners."  It  is  our 
understanding  that  these  parcels  are  owned  by  the  Army,  the 
sale  of  which  is  been  administered  by  GSA.  It  also  seems 
that  since  this  is  army-owned  property,  where  federal 
government  operations  have  been  terminated,  it  should  be 
included  in  the  CERFA  determination  process  and  not 
considered  adjacent  properties. (See  CERFA  Law,  Section 
120 (h)4 (E) . 

The  Army  should  check  the  accuracy  of  the  text  and  confirm 
whether  the  GSA  parcels  should  be  part  of  the  CERFA 
uncontaminated  property  determination  process. 

Page  3-9.  The  text  indicates  a  second  UST  may  exist  at 
Building  41.  This  is  in  contradiction  to  Page  4-48  of  the 
FEIR,  which  indicates  that  the  second  UST  was  removed  and  a 
stockpile  of  contaminated  soils  exist. 

The  Report  should  accurately  present  information  found  in 
the  FEIR. 

Page  4-3.  The  text  indicates  that  the  highest  Total 
Petroleum  Hydrocarbons  (TPH)  concentrations  found  at  the  JP- 
4  lines  is  360  mg/Kg.  A  review  of  data  for  the  fuel  lines 
presented  in  the  FEIR  shows  that  sample  location  JP-SS-10 
had  a  maximum  lead  concentration  of  360  mg/Kg  and  the 
maximum  TPH  concentration  was  264  mg/Kg  at  sample  location 
JP-SS-8.  Clearly,  there  is  an  accuracy  problem  with  data 
presented  in  the  Report. 

The  .s^rmy  should  ensure  that  all  chemical  data  presented  in 
the  .Report  be  directly  compared  to  the  FEIR  to  ensure  that 
accuracy  is  maintained. 


Page  4-3.  The  text  does  not  clearly  separate  results  from 
the  12"  fuel  line  and  the  distribution  fuel  lines  (6"  and  8" 
lines) ,  although  they  are  physically  separated  and  may  have 
had  different  histories.  No  indication  of  the  number  of 
samples  taken  along  each  pipeline  is  given.  An  additional 
fuel  line  between  the  6"  and  8"  lines  that  was  identified  in 
the  FEIR  is  not  mentioned  in  the  CERFA  Report. 

The  Army  should  modify  the  text  to  accurately  and  completely 
state  the  facts,  including  the  approximate  numbers  of  soil 
and  groundwater  samples  taken  near  the  fuel  lines  and 
analyzed  for  petroleum  hydrocarbons.  (RWQCB) 

Page  4-3.  California  regulates  PCBs  as  hazardous  waste  at  5 
mg/1  at  soluble  concentrations  and  50  mg/kg  at  a  total 
concentration . 
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Please  clarify  whether  or  not  the  liquid  PCBs  in  the  nine 
transformers  are  greater  than  5  mg/1. 


Page  4-4.  The  Report  text  once  again  identifies  a  UST  (#25) 
associated  with  Building  26  which  contradicts  earlier  text 
in  the  Report . 


The  Army  should  resolve  the  AGT  versus  UST  issue  at  Building 
26  . 


Page  4-4.  The  text  states,  "  A  number  of  new  AREEs  were 
identified  through  the  CERFA  Investigation  ."  The  text 
should  state  specifically  how  many  new  AREEs  were  identified 
and  correctly  indicate  which  AREEs  were  not  addressed  in  the 
FEIR.  For  example,  the  Report  identified  an  AST  at  Building 
35  as  a  new  AREE  but  the  FEIR  had  previously  identified  the 
same  AST  and  provides  chemical  test  results.  This  suggests 
that  identification  of  new  AREEs  is  questionable. 


The  Army  should  do  a  careful  and  complete  comparison  of  new 
AREEs  to  sites  in  the  FEIR  to  accurately  confirm  the  new 
AREEs.  The  Army  should  map  these  "AREEs"  and  indicate  what 
actions  will  be  ta)cen  to  address  them.  • 


Page  4-6.  The  text  associated  with  the  UST/AGT  releases 

indicates  that  a  UST  exists  behind  Building  26  and  evidence 

of  a  release  exists.  Once  again,  this  information 

contradicts  information  presented  on  page  3-5  of  the  Report 

which  indicates  an  AGT  not  UST  exists  at  Building  26.  i 


The  Army  should  resolve  the  issue  of  AGT  versus  UST  for 
Building  26  to  ensure  an  accurate  report. 

Page  4-6.  The  text  Expansion  of  Areas  of  Contamination  text 

in  the  Report  suggest  that  the  extent  of  groundwater  i 

contamination  was  preliminarily  identified.  This  is 

incorrect .  The  extent  of  soil  and  groundwater  contamination 

at  the  Aircraft  Maintenance  Area  (AMA)  and  the  former 

Sanitary  Treatment  Plant  (STP)  are  not  fully  defined. 

The  Army  should  ensure  that  the  text  clearly  indicate  that  i 

the  extent  of  contamination  is  not  fully  defined  at  the  AMA 
and  STP  but  due  to  the  unique  geologic  setting  the  extent  of 
contamination  is  thought  to  be  localized  in  extent. 

Page  4-7.  The  text  discusses  adjacent  and  surrounding 

properties,  but  does  not  provide  a  scaled  map  to  visually  i 

support  the  text . 

The  Army  should  provide  a  scaled  map  showing  all  adjacent 

and  surrounding  properties.  A  clear  property  boundary 

should  be  presented  on  the  scaled  map  for  all  identified 

parcels  presented  in  the  Report.  H 
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56.  Pages  4-8  to  4-15.  The  text  discusses  contaminant  pathways 
from  off-site,  surrounding  properties,  and  adjacent 
properties,  but  does  not  consider  airborne  transport  and 
deposition.  While  this  pathway  may  not  be  significant,  it 
should  be  identified  and  discussed  and  directly  linked  to 
the  risk  assessment  presented  in  the  FEIR. 

The  Army  should  identify  the  airborne  pathway  and  discuss  it 
as  a  potential  contaminant  pathway. 

57.  Page  4-16.  The  text  under  Section  4.3.2  (New  AREEs  on 
Adjacent  Properties)  appears  to  have  an  important 
typographical  error,  the  word  quality  should  be  qualify. 
Further,  it  appears  that  the  potential  for  surface  water 
runoff  containing  pesticides  and/or  herbicides  from  adjacent 
agricultural  lands  has  not  been  adequately  addressed. 

The  Army  should  evaluate  and  correct  the  apparent 
typographical  error  if  appropriate  and  address  the  off -site 
transport  of  agricultural  related  chemicals  onto  HAAF. 

58.  Page  4-18.  Section  4.5  (Remediation  Efforts)  states,  "Three 
incomplete  remedial  activities  have  been  conducted  on  the 
BRAC  Parcel".  However,  four  activities  are  presented  below 
the  quoted  text.  Further,  the  text  identifies  BRAC  Parcel 
instead  of  "airfield  BRAC  Parcel"  or  "Hospital  BRAC  Parcel" 
as  identified  on  Page  1-3  of  the  Report. 

The  text  should  be  consistent  in  terms  of  identifying 
parcels  and  identifying  remedial  actions. 

59.  Page  4-19.  Section  4.9  (BRAC  Parcels)  states,  "It  should  be 
noted  that  no  data  were  available  regarding  storm  sewers 
when  BRAC  parcels  were  designated.  This  data,  when 
completed  and  received,  could  change  the  designation  of  some 
areas  within  the  BRAC  Parcels  identified  on  the  maps  in 
Section  5.0."  Some  additional  parcels  on  Figure  5-1  would 
be  redesignated  as  currently  disqualified  because  of  this 
uncertainty.  Examples  of  the  storm  drain  uncertainty 
combined  with  extent  of  contamination  uncertainty  at  any 
site  suggest  that  parcels,  not  limited  to,  ;  39,32;  39,33; 
39,35;  38,34;  42,18;  29,25;  47  to  50  by  28  to  33;  18,16;  and 
37,14  be  disqualified.  We  have  used  standard  x-y 
nomenclature  for  identifying  the  presented  parcel 
designations . 

The  Army  should  show  the  uncertainty  with  the  extent  of 
contamination  associated  with  storm  sewers  on  Figure  5-1  by 
redesignating  appropriate  parcels. 

60.  Table  5-1.  Parcel  1Q-/A/L/RD  cannot  be  labeled  as  a  CERFA 
Qualified  parcel  when  CERCLA  hazardous  substances 
(Radionuclides)  are  released,  disposed  of,  or  stored  for 
greater  than  one  year. 


ft  ! 


ft 


ft 


ft 


ft 


ft 


ft 


ft 
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61.  Table  5-1.  Parcel  1Q-A(P)L  RD  cannot  be  labeled  as  a  CERFA 
Qualified  parcel  if  there  is  a  leaky  PCB  transformer  in 
Building  515,  as  noted  on  page  4-6  of  the  Report. 

62.  Appendix  B.  This  appendix  contains  portions  of  the 
Environmental  Risk  Information  and  Imaging  Services  Report, 
but  has  no  explanation  of  the  acronyms  used  in  the  figures 
and  tables.  The  appendix  is  not  listed  in  the  main  Table  of 
Contents.  The  appendix  is  also  missing  Sections  IV,  V,  and 
VI,  as  listed  in  the  appendix's  Table  of  Contents. 

Please  define  the  acronyms  used  in  the  Report  to  aid  the 
readers.  Sections  IV,  V,  and  VI  should  be  included  in  the 
appendix  and  the  main  Table  of  Contents  should  include 
Appendix  B.  (RWQCB) 

63.  Figure  5-1.  Communications  at  meetings  indicate  groundwater 
and  soil  contamination  found  in  approximate  coordinates  of  6 
to  10  and  12  to  8  could  impact  BRAC  parcel. 

64.  Figure  5-1.  Due  to  their  proximity  to  jet  fuel  lines,  the 
following  parcels  should  be  classified  as  CERFA 
Disqualified;  17,14;  19,15;  and  21,16.  Due  to  the  metal 
and  semi-votatile  organic  compound  contamination  of  the 
Wetlands  that  are  exposed  to  discharge  from  the  HAAF  storm 
drainage  system,  the  following  parcels  should  be  classified 
as  CERFA  Disqualified:  50,18;  50,19;  and  51,  15-19, 

Further,  a  number  of  Disqualified  parcels  should  be 
expanded  to  ensure  adequate  protection  from  the 
contamination  in  those  areas  (eg.  42,20;  37,15;  36,32  to 
35)  . 

Due  to  che  large  extent  of  "Disqualified  Parcels"  mixed  in 
with  the  "CERFA  Parcels"  in  the  Northeastern  and 
Southeastern  portions  of  the  Airfield  BRAC  Parcel,  we 
suggest  that  these  entire  areas  be  considered  "CERFA 
Disqualified" . 
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State  of  California 

Memorandum 


Department  of  Health  Services 


» 


DATS:  January  18, 1994 

TO:  Jennifer  Smith 

Office  of  Military  Facilities 
Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control 
400  P  Street,  4th  Roor 
Sacramento,  California  9S8 12-0806 

FKOM:  Environmental  Radiation  Programs 

Division  of  Drinking  Water  and 
Environmental  Management 
601  North  7th  Street 

P.O.  Box  942732  I 

Sacramento,  CA  94234-7320 


SUBJECT;  Hamilton  Army  Airfield  Draft  CERFA  Report — Comments 


i 


Attached  are  the  Depanment  of  Health  Services’  comments  on  the  Draft  Community  Response 
Facilitation  Act  (CERFA)  Report,  Hamilton  Army  Airfield,  Novato,  California,  November  I , 
1993. 

These  comments  are  in  support  of  the  Interagency  Agreement  between  the  State  Water 
Resources  Control  Board  and  the  Department  of  Health  Services. 

If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  these  comments  or  if  you  need  additional  information. 
plea.se  give  me  a  call  at  (916)  322-2183. 


Steven  A.  Book.  Ph.D. 
Special  Assistant 


Attachment 

cc:  Rufus  Howell.  DHS 
Jack  McGurk.  DHS 
Bill  Watson,  DHS 
John  Adams,  SWRCB 
Leslie  Laudon.  SWRCB 
Theresa  McGarry,  DTSC 


» 


i 


» 
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California  Department  of  Health  Services’  Comments  on  the  Draft  Community  Response 
Facilitation  Act  (CERFA)  Report,  Hamilton  Army  Airfield,  Novato,  California,  November  /, 


J993. 


General  Comments: 

The  report  should  contain  a  glossary  of  acronyms. 

With  regard  to  radioactive  materials,  the  draft  CERFA  report  for  Hamilton  Army  Airfield 
(HAAF),  discusses  only  two  cites:  (1)  seven  buildings  associated  with  the  medical  facilities  of 
the  Hospital  Hill  BRAC  parcel,  and  (2)  a  former  burial  site  for  two  containers  containing  low- 
level  radioactive  materials,  which  were  removed  in  1988. 

The  discussion  of  radioactive  materials  is  extremely  limited.  The  report  does  not  include 
radioactive  materials  as  hazardous  substance  that  need  to  be  addressed,  but  considers  them  to  be 
“Non-CERCLA  related  environmental,  hazard,  and  safety  issues”.  It  is  unclear  why 
radionuclides  are  not  considered  hazardous  substances,  but  are  instead  designated  as  ’’non- 
CERCLA”  in  this  report 

Issues  related  to  the  presence  of  radioactive  material  are  a  major  component  of  the  base  closure 
process.  If  the  past  use  of  radioactive  material  (including  radium-226)  and  its  disposal  practices 
are  not  addressed,  an  expeditious  transfer  of  military  property  to  nonmilitary  uses  will  be 
difficult. 

There  are  concerns  regarding  the  past  use,  storage,  and  disposal  of  radioactive  material  that  need 
to  be  addressed  in  identifying  property  on  military  bases  that  can  be  released  from  military 
control.  This  belief  arise  from  our  observations  of  the  historical  use  of  radioactive  material  on 
military  bases. 

For  example,  the  Department  of  the  Army’s  Corps  of  Engineers  distributed  to  its  regional 
commands  a  memorandum  (dated  December  8,  1993)  addressing  awareness  of  radioactive 
materials  used  at  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  facilities.  That  memorandum  pointed  out  that 
the  DOD  has  issued  over  28(X)  different  types  of  instruments  and  articles  containing  radioactive 
materials,  and  that  radioactive  contamination  may  exist  in  materials  in  base  supply  warehouses, 
or  in  shops  used  for  the  manufacture,  repair  or  maintenance  of  such  articles.  The  memorandum 
also  points  out  that  “during  the  1940s,  1950s,  and  1960s.  on-base  burial,  sometimes  in 
radioactive  waste  disposal  cells  and  often  in  on-base  landfills,  was  a  reasonable  and  acceptable 
disposal  technique.” 

It  also  points  out  a  number  of  radioactive  materials  that  may  be  found  (or  may  have  been  found) 
on  Army,  Navy  and  Air  Force  facilities.  Lnder  the  facilities’  general  licenses  the  following  may 
exist,  or  may  have  existed: 

a.  Radium  dials,  gauges,  and  illuminators.  This  is  by  far  the  most  common  and 
the  greatest  radioactive  health  and  environmental  hazard  found  on  bases  and 
includes  luminous  aircraft  dials,  watch  dials,  weapons  sights,  and  compasses. 
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b.  Depleted  uranium  (DU)  used  in  armor  and  armor  piercing  weapons.  (DU  was 
also  used  in  aircraft  wings  as  a  counter- balance.) 

c.  Tritium  used  in  illuminators,  especially  self-illuminating  exit  signs. 

d.  Thorium  used  in  lenses  and  glass,  and  in  mag-thorium  metal  used  for  machine, 
aircraft  and  rocket  parts.  (Also,  thoriated  tungsten  welding  rods.) 

e.  Where  the  base  includes  a  hospital,  tritium  and  carbon- 14  used  in  liquid 
scintillation  counting.  Note  that  most  liquid  scintillation  counting  fluids  contain 
xylene  or  toluene  which  are  hazardous  wastes. 

f.  Washdown  racks  for  aircraft  used  for  flybys  of  nuclear  tests  have  been  found  to 
contain  radioactive  fission  products,  uranium  and  plutonium. 

Under  Army,  Navy  and  Air  Force  facilities'  specific  licenses,  the  following  may  be  or  have  been 
present: 

a.  Calibration  sources  for  radiation  survey  meters. 

b.  Hospital  radiation  therapy  sources. 

c.  Radiography  sources. 

d.  Some  storage  tank  level  detectors. 

e.  Certain  soil  probes. 

We  have  also  found  that  many  times  radioactive  materials  are  not  considered  by  contractors  with 
expertise  in  hazardous  materials  as  within  their  bailiwick,  so  in-depth  review  of  the  use,  storage, 
and  disposal  of  radioactivity  may  bf*  omitted  from  the  contractors  effons. 

We  have  also  found  that  the  process  often  ignores  experts  that  are  available  within  a  specific 
military  branch.  Information  about  the  use  of  radioactive  material  could  be  obtained  not  only 
from  interviews  with  past  Radiological  Safety  Officers  and  employees,  but  also  from  radiation 
experts  associated  with  the  various  service  branches.  These  include;  the  Air  Force's  Armstrong 
Laboratory  at  Brooks  Air  Force  Base  in  Texas;  the  Army’s  Environmental  Hygiene  Agency  at 
the  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland:  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  in  Omaha,  Nebraska; 
and  the  Navy’s  Radiological  Affairs  Support  Office  in  Yorktown,  Virginia. 

Documents  regarding  the  use,  storage,  and  disposal  of  radioactive  material  are  often  not  being 
reviewed  by  contractors.  For  example,  specific  licenses  from  the  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Commission  (NRC),  DOD  permits  issued  to  facilities,  and  documentation  generated  by  a 
facility’s  radiation  safety  program  all  have  information  that  is  needed  to  describe  the  historic 
presence  of  radioactive  materi^  on  a  military  base. 

Finally,  we  have  found  that  naturally  occurring  radioactive  material,  in  particular  radium-226,  is 
often  not  considered  to  be  “radioactive  material.”  However,  it  is  of  concern  from  a  public  health 
and  environmental  protection  standpoint,  and  does  need  to  be  addressed  in  base  closures  and 
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property  transfer.  Radium- 226,  as  mentioned  above,  was  widely  used  throughout  DOD  facilities 
in  a  variety  of  commodities  and  practices. 

We  believe  that  the  CERFA  documents  do  need  to  address  the  wide  use  of  radioactive  material 
associated  with  typical  military  functions.  We  believe  that  it  would  be  unusual  for  a  military 
base  not  to  have  had  on-site  some  presence  of  radium- 226  containing  dials,  knobs,  and  gauges, 
or  facilities  that  repaired  equipment  that  contained  radium-226  or  other  radionuclides.  If  no 
radioactive  materials  containing  radium-226  or  other  radionuclides  were  used,  repaired,  stored, 
or  disposed  of  on  site,  then  this  historical  non-use  should  be  included  in  the  reports  on  the 
facility,  with  appropriate  documentation  and  concurrence  from  knowledgeable  and  responsible 
base  authorities. 

No  mention  of  the  kinds  of  materials  or  uses  itemized  by  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  in  its 
memorandum  discussed  above  leads  the  reviewer  to  conclude  that  the  issue  of  radioactivity  on 
the  facility  was  not  considered  in  an  appropriately  thorough  manner. 

Specific  comments: 

Page  2-5  throu&h  2-7.  Table  2-1.  List  of  Personnel  Interviewed,  and  Page  2-8.  Interviews:  No 
mention  is  made  of  interviews  with  past  Radiation  Safety  Officers,  nor  with  personnel  from  the 
Depanment  of  the  Army  Environmental  Hygiene  Agency.  Because  of  the  nature  of  HAAF’s 
mission,  information  from  the  Air  Force’s  radiologic  experts  at  Brooks  Air  Force  Base  might  be 
peninent.  The  x-ray  technician  interviewed  may  have  had  knowledge  of  the  medical/dental 
clinic,  but  it  seems  unlikely  that  he  would  have  had  experience  in  the  use  of  radiologic  material 
in  aircraft  repair  and  maintenance,  or  in  the  disposal  of  such  material.  HAAF’s  radiation  safety 
officer  and  health  physics  technicians  would  have  been  involved  in  the  broader  use  of  radioactive 
material  on  HAAF, 

Page  2-5  through  2-7.  Table  2-1,  List  of  Personnel  Interviewed,  and  Page  2-8.  Interviews:  No 
mention  is  made  of  interviews  with  Army  personnel  who  would  have  been  familiar  with  HAAF’s 
required  licenses  for  the  use  of  radioactive  materials.  Knowledge  of  any  such  licenses  would  be 
with  the  NRC.  or  its  precursor,  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission. 

Page  2-10.  Radon:  Were  the  prior  surveys  and  investigations  of  radon  for  residential  buildings 
only,  or  did  they  include  other  buildings?  What  is  the  documentation  for  these  surveys  and 
investigations? 

Page  2-10.  Radioactive  Material  Storage  or  Use:  Did  the  document  reviews  and  record  searches 
used  to  identify  the  past  and  present  use,  storage,  and  disposal  of  radioactive  material  include 
documents  and  records  from  the  Army’s  Environmental  Hygiene  Agency,  or  other  Department 
of  Army  or  Department  of  Defense  organizations?  What  were  the  documents  reviewed  and  the 
sources  of  information? 

Page  2-10.  Radioactive  Material  Storage  or  Use:  Visual  inspection,  as  is  mentioned  for  radon  on 
the  same  page,  is  not  effective  in  detecting  or  monitoring  radioactivity.  Did  any  monitoring, 
using  appropriate  radiation  detection  equipment,  take  place  in  any  of  the  facilities  mentioned  in 
the  report  where  radioactivity  may  have  been  used  (such  as  Hospital  Hill),  or  in  any  of  the 
aircraft  maintenance  facilities,  where  radioactive  materials  may  have  been  present?  Is  there 
documentation? 
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Page  3-1.  General  Back2round:  That  HAAF  was  used  for  maintenance  and  repair  of  various 
types  of  aircraft  from  the  1930’s  through  the  1960’s  suggests  that  there  would  have  been 
radioactive  material  in  these  facilities.  It  is  highly  likely  that  dials,  gauges,  and/or  knobs 
containing  radium-226  would  have  been  present  in  those  aircraft,  and  that  instruments  containing 
radioactive  components  would  have  been  repaired  or  otherwise  utilized.  Painting  operations 
using  luminescent  paint  contaiiung  radium-226  took  place  in  many  military  facilities.  Did  such 
activities  occur  at  HAAF?  If  they  did  not,  where  was  HAAF’s  equipment  sent  when  it  needed 
maintenance  and  repair? 

Page  3-2.  3.1.1  Past  Activities.  Aircraft  Maintenance:  See  above  comment  If  there  were 
radioactive  instruments  or  components  associated  with  aircraft  maintenance,  was  all  the 
radioactivity  disposed  of  in  the  two  cylinders  in  the  low-level  radioactive  waste  burial  site?  On 
some  bases,  radium-226  containing  knobs,  dials,  and  gauges  were  disposed  of  in  landfills.  If 
radium-226  paint  was  present  how  was  it  disposed  of?  Was  Ground  Control  Approach  (CGA) 
radar  used  or  repaired  at  HAAF?  GCA  had  trailers  filled  with  radioluminescent  components. 

Page  3-4.  3.1.1  Past  Activities.  Landfill  Operation:  Were  the  low-level  radioactive  materials 
mentioned  in  the  first  paragraph  of  this  sentence  only  those  that  were  in  the  two  corrugated-metal 
cylinders  mentioned  two  paragraphs  later?  Did  those  two  cylinders  contain  all  the  radioactive 
materials  used  on  the  base?  V^en  did  the  practice  of  cylinder  disposal  and  burial  begin?  Could 
radioactive  materials  have  been  disposed  of  in  landfills  prior  to  the  practice  of  cylinder  disposal? 
Is  there  a  list  of  documents  pertinent  to  this  site? 

Page  3-5.  3.1.1  Past  Activities.  Medical  Activities:  If  radioactive  materials  were  used  in  the 
course  of  medical  activities,  as  is  suggested  in  4,4.6  Radionuclides,  how  were  they  disposed  of? 
Were  radiation  safety  programs  of  the  medical  facility  and  the  base  separate,  or  were  they  under 
the  same  office  at  HAAF?  Was  there  an  incinerator  used  on  base?  Were  the  licenses  for 
radioactive  materials  for  HAAF  reviewed,  and  what  did  they  indicate? 

Page  3-6.  3.1.2  Current  Activities.  Airfield  BRAC  Parcel.  Building  84:  Sec  comments  above 
regarding  aircraft  maintenance  shops.  Were  any  radiologic  surveys  for  radioactive 
contamination  performed  in  such  maintenance  shops  prior  to  changing  their  use? 

Page  3-7.  3.1.2  Current  Activities.  Hospital  Hill  BRAC  Parcel.  Building  511:  What  kinds  of 
medical  instruments  are  present  that  may  contain  radionuclides?  Were  any  radioactive  materials 
present  in  any  of  the  other  buildings  or  storage  facilities  associated  with  the  medical  facilities? 

Page  4-2.  4.1  Previously  Identified  AREE.  East  Levee  Landfill:  Is  the  Army  confident  that  no 
radioactive  material,  including  radium-226,  was  disposed  of  at  this  site?  Is  there  documentation 
that  would  support  such  a  position,  and  concurrence  by  qualified  and  responsible  DOD 
personnel? 

Page  4-2.  4.1  Previously  Identified  AREE.  Aircraft  Maintenance  Area:  See  earlier  comments 
regarding  radioactive  materials  in  aircraft  instrumentation  and  equipment. 

Page  4-3.  4.1  Previously  Identified  AREE.  Former  Radiological  Disposal  Site:  Was  this  the 
disposal  site  for  all  radioactive  material  at  HAAF?  Is  there  supponing  documentation,  and 
concurrence  by  qualified  and  responsible  DOD  personnel? 


DHS  Commcnis-Hamilton  Army  Airfield  Draft  CERFA  Repon 
Page  5 

January  18.  1994 


Page  4-9.  4.3. 1.2  Surrounding  Property.  .  .  :  Were  any  of  the  facilities  nearby  involved  in  the 
repair  or  maintenance  of  aircraft  equipment  that  would  have  contained  radioactive  material? 

Page  4-1 1, 4.3. 1.3  Adjacent  Property . . ..  Landfill  26:  Is  the  Army  confident  that  no  radioactive 
material,  including  radium-226,  was  disposed  of  at  this  site?  Is  there  documentation  that  would 
suppon  such  a  position,  and  concurrence  by  qualified  and  responsible  DOD  personnel? 

Page  4-11,  4.3. 1.3  Adjacent  Property  .  .  ..  Hanear  Row:  Was  any  of  the  hazardous 
material/waste  stored  in  vacant  hangars  radioactive?  Were  any  of  the  paints  stored  between 
Hangars  A  and  B  radium-containing  paints? 

Page  4-17.  4.4.6  Radionuclides:  What  kinds  of  radioactive  materials  were  utilized  in  these 
buildings?  What  kinds  of  radionuclides  are  present  in  x-ray  equipment?  The  NRC-issued 
licenses  would  provide  some  answers  to  these  questions. 

Page  4-17.  4.4.6  Radionuclides:  Over  what  time  frame  were  the  cylinders  used  for  disposal  of 
radioactive  wastes?  Was  there  other  disposal  prior  to  use  of  the  cylinders?  What  is  the 
documentation  for  the  disposal  praedees? 

Page  4-18.  4,5  Remediation  Efforts.  Radiological  Disposal  Site:  The  two  buried  cylinders  used 
for  low-level  radioactive  waste  disposal  were  reportedly  removed  in  1988  and  transported 
where?  What  is  the  documentadon  regarding  their  removd,  transfer,  and  disposal?  Were  there 
radiologic  surveys  done  at  the  site?  If  so,  what  did  they  indicate?  What  is  the  documentation? 

Editorial  suggestions:  “Hangar”  is  sometimes  spelled  incorrectly.  The  contraction  “it’s”  (for  “it 
is”)  is  often  used  incorrectly  for  the  possessive  pronoun  “its”. 
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WASTE  AAANAGEMENT 


January  25,1994 

Teresa  McGany 
Toxics  Substance  Control  Board 
Military  Facilities 
400  P  St. 

Box  806 

Sacramento,  Ca  95812-0806 


Dee  Johnson 

[>epuV  County  AdminsUOor 


Dear  Teresa 

This  letter  is  in  response  to  our  conversation  of  January  24,1994.  The  four  tanks  that  1  am 
going  to  mention  may  already  be  in  the  report  if  not  this  may  be  information  that  you  can 
use. 

There  was  an  unauthorized  release  at  the  pump  station  east  of  the  runway  last  year .  Upon 
investigation  it  was  found  that  it  came  from  an  abandoned  underground  tank  that  used  to 
run  the  pumps.  The  pumps  now  run  from  fuel  from  above  ground  tanks.  Both  tanks  were 
pumped  out  to  stop  the  leak  and  are  still  in  place. 

The  other  two  tanks  that  I  know  about  are  on  the  Navy  exchange  at  the  foel  site.  One  tank 
had  a  leak  and  they  have  discontinued  use  of  it.  The  other  tank  at  that  site  is  an  abandoned 
Waste  oil  Tank  at  the  rear  of  the  station. 

They  have  an  old  South  land  gas  station ,  now  a  BP  station ,  just  off  the  base  that  has  a 
history  of  leaking  tanks .  It  is  now  surrounded  by  a  perimeter  drain  and  is  going  through  a 
pump  and  treat  phase. 

I  hope  that  the  above  information  is  of  help  if  you  have  any  further  question  please  feel 
free  to  call  me  at  (4 1 5)  499-6647. 


ri-f. 


J) 


350 1  Civic  Center  Drive,  Room  403  •  San  Rafael,  Ca  94903^  177  •  (415)  499-6647  •(415)  499*  6910  FAX 


U.S.  Mrmy  lavlroiuiMtal  c«Bt«r 
RAspoBB*  to  Rogulmtory  COBBOBta 
Builtoa  Jkrmj  Rirflold  CBRTR  Koport  (draft) 
21  Mar  1194 

PART  Rt  COMMBta  frOB  DV8C  aad  RWQCR 
(Army  rasponaaa  in  bold  print) 


GENERAL  CX>MMENTS 

1.  Numerous  acronyms  and  abbreviations  are  used  throughout  the 
Report.  Some  of  the  acronyms  and  abbreviations  presented 
in  the  Report  are  relatively  new  to  the  environmental 
process.  A  listing  of  acronyms  and  abbreviations  was  not 
provided. 

The  Army  should  provide  a  listing  of  acronyms  and  abbreviations 
in  alphabetical  order  prior  to  Section  1.0  (Introduction)  of  the 
Report . 

Army  Response:  An  aoronym  seotion  will  be  added. 

2.  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  Guidance  for  CERFA  (September 
1993)  states  that  the  Environmental  Baseline  Survey  (EBS) 

Report  will  Include  "property  identification"  (e.g., 
address,  assessor  parcel  niimber,  legal  description)  . 

Please  discuss  why  the  acre-grid  approach  was  taken, 
instead. 

Army  Response:  The  abbreviation  **e.9.**  is  interpreted  by  the 
Army  to  mean  '*for  emaiq^le.'*  As  such,  all  of  the  Army's  CERFA 
reports  include  the  installation  name  and  location.  The  Army 
believes  this  is  sufficient  to  the  purposes  of  CERFA.  The  Army 
chose  a  one-acre  grid  system  to  facilitate  the  use  of  a  618 
mapping  and  data  base  system;  to  iiqprove  the  readability  of  the 
report  maps;  and  to  eliminate  as  much  subjectivity  as  possible  in 
delineating  parcel  boundaries.  The  use  of  the  618  system  is 
supported  by  DoO  guidance. 

3.  Section  3.0  (Property  Background  Information)  discusses 
numerous  land  parcels,  buildings,  sale  property,  parking 
areas,  an  housing  areas  without  providing  a  scaled  base  map 
showing  all  the  referenced  locations.  The  lack  of 
correlation  between  text  and  scaled  figures  greatly  reduces 
the  readability  and  useability  of  the  Report. 

Please  provide  a  scaled  base  map  showing  all  identified 
features  contained  within  the  Report  to  ensure  completeness 
and  to  enhance  useability. 


Army  Response:  To  the  extent  the  map  identified  at  Figure  5-1  of 
the  report  can  be  revised  to  include  this  information*  it  will  be 
revised. 


4. 


Sttction  4.0  (Investigation  Results)  presents  generalized 
test  results  and  sampling  locations,  some  of  which  are 
Incorrect  when  compared  to  data  presented  in  the  Final 
Environmental  Investigation  Report  (FEIR) . 

Please  use  specific  test  results  and  sampling  locations, 
such  as  monitoring  well  and  test  pit  identifications. 

These  identifications  should  be  linked  to  proper  references 
so  that  any  reader  would  know  where  and  what  information  to 
look  for  if  they  are  Interested  in  specific  details. 

Jkrmy  Responses  The  text  will  be  liisked  to  the  date  in  the  Final 
Environmental  Investigation  Report,  and  referenoed.  However,  it 
is  important  to  point  out  that  Public  Law  102>426  only  required 
the  hrmy  to  delineate  that  portion  of  BAAF  which  was 
**uaoontaminated**.  Rs  auoh,  extensive  information  about 
oontamiisation  was  purposefully  exoluded  from  the  CERFA  reports 
prepared  by  the  Army  as  this  infoirmation  is,  in  general, 
superfluous  to  the  requirements  of  the  CERFA  law. 

5.  Section  4.0  (Investigation  Results)  consistently  uses 
subjective  terminology  such  as  trace,  significant,  low, 
elevated,  and  others  to  describe  the  extent  of 
contamination.  Without  the  use  of  a  proper  reference,  the 
use  of  subjective  terminology  is  misleading  because  the 
terms  have  different  meaning  to  different  data  users. 

Please  remove  subjective  terminology  from  the  Report  and 
use  only  reported  concentrations  to  describe  the  extent  of 
all  identified  contaminants. 

Army  Response:  subjeotlve  terminology  will  be  removed  from  the 
text  where  appropriate.  Information  will  be  better  referenced. 
However,  part  of  the  CERFA  7  step  protocol  to  reach 
determinations  of  "uncontamlnated**  property  Included  Interviews 
with  personnel,  review  of  aerial  photographs,  and  other  sources 
of  Information  where  subjeotlve  terminology  was  used.  Therefore, 
the  Army's  position  Is  that  subjeotlve  terminology  Is  appropriate 
In  this  document  In  light  of  the  requirements  of  the  Public  Law. 

6.  The  Report  does  not  adequately  address  the  potential  impact 
of  contamination  from  parcel  to  parcel  identified  in  the 
Report . 

Please  adequately  address  any  impacts  to  uncontaminated 
areas  from  contamination  on  the  installation  and  adjacent 
properties . 

Army  Response:  Where  parcels  were  potentially  impacted  from 
adjacent  sources  of  contamination,  either  on  the  BRAC  property  or 
from  elsewhere,  the  potentially  impacted  property  was 
"disqualified**  from  designation  as  **unoontamlnated.**  Thus,  while 
not  explicitly  stated  In  the  text,  the  process  Is  Imbedded  In  the 
map  products.  However,  the  text  will  be  revised  to  more  clearly 
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disottss  tlios*  paro«ls  which  arc  believed  to  be  iapaoted  by  off- 
pared  eoataainatioa. 

7.  The  Any  appears  to  have  done  an  Inconplete  review  of 
historical  aerial  photos  for  the  Installation.  This  review 
Is  required  by  CERFA. 

It  appears  that  the  only  reference  to  an  aerial  photo 
review  Is  on  page  4.5  of  the  Report  under  the  section 
"Revetsent  Turnouts". 

Any  Response  t  Aerial  photographs  were  reviewed  as  required  by 
CBRFA.  This  faot  will  be  nore  dearly  stated  in  the  text. 

8.  In  general  the  parcels  on  HAAF  with  burled  fuel  lines  have 
not  been  adequately  Investigated  to  detenlne  If  fuel  has 
been  released.  Given  the  age  of  the  fuel  lines  and  soil 
conditions  at  the  site  It  Is  likely  that  undocumented  fuel 
releases  have  occurred  along  these  lines. 

Please  classify  parcels  with  unexcavated  fuel  lines  as 
CERFA  Disqualified,  since  contamination  from  these  older 
structures  Is  likely  and  they  have  not  yet  been  adequately 
Investigated.  (RWQCB) 

Amy  Response X  The  Amy  aon-oomours  with  the  requested  change. 
CBRFA  required  the  Amy  undertake  a  7  step  process  to  detemine 
whether  or  not  there  was  any  evidence  of  contamination  which 
would  preclude  a  pared  fron  being  designated  as 
**unoontaminated.**  The  Amy  believes  that  it  has  conducted  the 
designation  of  **unoontajiinated*'  parcels  in  accordance  with  this 
process.  The  Amy  does  not  believe  it  was  Congress's  intent  to 
eliminate  parcels  which  could  be  designated  as  *'unoontaainated" 
based  on  supposition.  In  the  absence  of  infomation  to  the 
contrary#  the  Amy  has  not  ''disqualified'*  parcels  from  being 
designated  as  "unoontamiaated.'*  However#  a  review  of  the  HAAF 
CBRFA  report  indicates  that  some  parcels  which  contained  fuel 
lines  were  disqualified#  and  are  so  labelled  on  Figure  5-1. 

For  other  parcels  which  contained  fuel  lines#  unless  DT8C  can 
provide  evidence  of  a  release#  the  Amy  does  not  intend  to 
override  the  results  of  the  CBRFA  investigation  for  the  reasons 
stated  above. 

9.  Analysis  of  samples  from  the  large  drainage  ditches  that 
transport  surface  runoff  from  HAAF  and  from  the  tidal 
wetlands  exposed  to  the  discharge  from  these  ditches,  has 
revealed  elevated  levels  of  metals,  semi-volatlle  organic 
compounds  and  petrolexim  hydrocarbons  (see  FEIR)  .  These 
data  indicate  that  the  drainage  ditches  may  be  an  important 
transport  pathway  for  contaminants  from  various  parts  of 
the  airfield  to  the  San  Francisco  Bay. 
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Plttase  classify  parcels  including  portions  of  the  large 
drainage  ditches  as  CERFA  Disqualified  until  they  have  been 
adequately  Investigated.  Adequate  Investigation  may 
include  additional  sanples  for  cheaical  analysis  and/or 
bioassay  analysis  of  the  water  in  the  ditches.  (RWQCB) 

Axay  Respoaset  The  Amy  noa-oonours  with  the  requested  ohaages. 

The  Amy  has  "disqualified**  parcels  where  ooataaiaatioa  is  kaowa 
to  exist.  However «  for  the  same  reasoas  stated  ia  General 
ooaaeat  #•#  above*  the  Amy  will  not  undertake  to  **disqualify** 
parcels  by  default. 

10.  It  is  unclear  from  the  information  provided  whether  the 
parcel  borders  adequately  delineate  contaminated  from 
uncontaminated  areas.  The  Army  should  provide  the 
rationale  used  in  delineating  parcel  boundaries  and  "areas 
of  concern". 

Amy  Respoaset  Conour.  The  Amy  will  provide  a  desoription  of 
its  protocol  to  address  designation  of  parcels *  along  the 
following  lines t  The  grid  system  discussed  earlier  was  overlaid 
oa  BAAP.  Then*  baaed  upon  the  results  of  the  certa 
investigation*  areas  which  contained  hasardous  substanoe  storage 
(greater  than  1  year) *  release*  disposal*  and/or  areas  which 
contained  petroleum  produot/petroleum  product  derivative  storage 
(greater  than  l  year)*  release*  or  disposal*  were  indioated  where 
they  fell  on  the  gridded  area.  Similarly*  any  areas  threatened 
by  suoh  releases*  storage*  or  disposal  were  also  indioated.  Any 
paroel  (one  acre  grid)  which  contained  suoh  an  annotation  was 
automatioally  "disqualified**  by  the  0X8  software  system.  In 
those  oases  were  a  storage*  release*  or  disposal  indicator  fell 
at  the  inter seotion  of  a  grid  (for  example*  an  underground 
storage  tank)*  all  4  one  aore  parcels  in  proximity  to  the  U8T 
were  **disqualified**.  in  those  oases  of  a  groundwater 
ooataaiaatioa  plume*  airborne  plume*  or  other  known  source  of 
ooataaination*  the  Amy  conservatively  (that  is*  erring  on  the 
side  of  safety)  disqualified  parcels.  Thus*  given  the 
information  gathered  during  the  7  step  process  of  paroel 
identifioatioa*  the  Amy  took  a  **worst  case**  scenario  posture  in 
regards  to  extent  of  oontaaination. 

11.  It  is  our  understanding  that  the  Army  is  taking  the 
position  that  the  presence  of  asbestos  or  lead-based  paint, 
the  presence  of  naturally-occurring  radon  (or  other 
radionuclides) ,  or  the  presence  of  polychloroethylene 
Biphenyl  (PCB) -containing  equipment  stored  (not  in  use) 
need  not  disqualify  property  from  being  designated  CERFA  or 
CERFA  Qualified  parcel. 

Please  provide  in  the  Report  the  legal  and  technical  rationale 
that  was  used  to  reach  this  conclusion. 

*Amy  Response:  ARC'S  Office  of  Counsel  has  researched  this  issue 
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•Bd  a  oopy  of  tholr  full  logal  aaalyaia  oan  ba  aada  availabla. 

Tba  bray's  position  ia  as  follows t  bbaant  a  ralaasa  or  disposal/ 
tbs  prasanea  of  tha  following  will  not  disqualify  a  paroal  as 
baing  unoontaainatadi  asbastos  oontainad  within  building 
aatarials;  laad-basad  paint  appliad  to  building  aatarial 
surfaoaa;  and  PCBS/  radionuolidas  or  othar  substanoas  oontainad 
within  aaalad  produots  baing  usad  or  oapabla  of  baing  usad  for 
thair  intandad  purposa.  Additionally/  tha  prasanoa  of  naturally 
ooourring  substanoas /  suoh  as  radon/  in  thair  natural  font/  or 
altarad  aolaly  through  naturally  ooourring  prooassas  or 
phanonans/  froa  a  location  whara  thay  ara  naturally  found/  ara 
not  ooBsidarad  ralaasas  which  would  disqualify  a  paroal  as  baing 
unoontaainatad . 

Wa  ara  avaluating  whathar  or  not  tha  lagal  rationala  for  this 
position  should  appropriataly  ba  a  part  of  tha  CERFA  raport. 

12.  The  Army  should  identify  Installation  Restoration  Program 
(IRP)  sites  on  the  maps. 

Army  Response t  Tha  Army  wishes  to  raitarata  that  depiction  of 
contamination/  and  thus  IRP  sitas/  is  not  a  raquiramant  of  CERFA; 
CERFA  required  only  information  about  unoontaminatad  parcels. 
However/  wa  concur  that  tha  reports  ara  more  useful  if  thay 
contain  this  information/  and  wa  have  instructed  our  contractors 
to  include  it.  It  is  important  to  notS/  howavar/  that  tha  areas 
under  investigation  do  not  fall  under  tha  Army's  Installation 
Restoration  Program/  and  tharafora  ara  inappropriately  referred 
to  by  DT8C  as  "IRP  sitas."  IRP  sitas  ara  funded  differently  than 
sites  at  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  (BRAC)  sitas;  BRAC  sitas 
fall  under  tha  BRAC  program  and  ara  more  appropriataly  referred 
to  as  "BRAC  sitas." 


SPECIFIC  COMMENTS 

1.  Cover  Letter:  The  cover  letter  for  this  Report  (to  Major 
Ron  Light,  dated  November  1,  1993)  indicates  that  the 
Northern  Drainage  Ditch  and  portions  of  the  JP-4  Fuel  Lines 
may  be  reclassified  as  CERFA  Parcels. 

Please  keep  these  areas  as  CERFA  Disqualified  because  as 
discussed  above,  it  is  suspected  that  these  areas  may  be 
contaminated  to  some  degree.  (RWQCB) 

Army  Rasponsat  Tha  Army  non-ooncura  with  tha  r aquas tad  ohanga. 

As  indioatad  in  tha  rafaranoad  oovar  lattar/  and  Genaral  comment 

#8/  tha  Army  intands  to  dasignata  areas  in  accordance  with  the 

results  of  tha  CERFA  investigation  conducted. 

2.  Page  1-1 .  the  text  states,  "The  BRAC  Program  is  patterned 
after  the  Army's  IRP  except  it  has  been  expanded  to  include 
such  categories  of  contamination  such  as  asbestos,  radon. 


PCBs,  and  others  that  are  not  normally  addressed  under  the 
Army  IRP."  Based  on  this  statement  it  Is  unclear  what 
categories  of  contamination  are  addressed  under  which 
program.  This  is  particularly  important  with  respect  to 
property  transfers  because  more  than  one  program  may  need 
to  be  involved  to  adequately  characterize  and  remediate 
contamination . 

Please  amend  Section  1.1  (Purpose  and  Scope)  to  clearly  and 
completely  define  which  types  of  contaminants  and/or 
substances  are  identified  under  which  program. 

Army  Response t  The  text  appears  clear.  The  active  installation 
Installation  Restoration  Program  does  not  fund  asbestos »  radon, 

PCB,  or  unexploded  ordnance  cleanup  issues;  these  concerns  are 
funded  apart  from  the  ZRP  and  are  considered  ''compliance'* 
actions.  Under  the  BRAG  program,  if  there  are  concerns  which 
must  be  met  to  allow  the  closure  of  an  installation  (such  as 
asbestos,  radon,  PCBs,  or  unexploded  ordnance) ,  these  can  be 
funded  using  BRAC  funds.  The  BRAC  program  includes  all  other 
contaminants  typically  investigated  iindar  the  IRP. 

3.  Page  1-1.  The  text  states  "The  term  "enhanced"  is  used  to 
distinguish  these  assessments  from  previous  IRP  preliminary 
assessment  (Pas)  since  the  BRAC  Pas  are  conducted  from  a 
property  transfer  perspective  and  evaluate  areas  which  are 
not  Included  on  the  IRP  (e.g.  asbestos,  radon,  PCBs)."  This 
is  Incorrect.  The  scope  of  the  IRP  PA  may  be  different  than 
the  enhanced-PA  in  terms  of  the  types  of  contaminants  but 
certainly  not  in  terms  of  land  or  area. 

Please  provide  clear  and  complete  definition  of  what  contaminants 
are  addressed  under  which  program  (i.e  PAs  versus  enhanced  PAs) 

Army  Response:  The  text  is  correct  as  stated.  See  response  to 
comment  #2,  above. 

4.  Page  1-1.  The  text  generically  refers  to  BRAC  1  and  BRAC 
91  base  closures  but  never  identifies  how  HAAF  fits  into 
which  base  closure  group. 

The  text  should  provide  the  necessary  link  of  HAAF  to  the 
appropriate  closure  group. 

Army  Response:  Concur.  The  text  will  be  modified  to  reflect  that 
HAAF  appeared  as  part  of  the  BRAC  Z  base  closure  list. 

5.  Page  1-2.  The  text  states,  "The  purpose  of  this  final 
report  is  to  present  the  findings  for  HAAF  in  Novato, 

California."  The  text  incorrectly  identifies  the  Report  as 
final  when  the  Report  cover  clearly  identifies  it  as  draft. 

Please  accurately  state  the  status  of  the  Report,  which  is 


draft. 


» 


JUmy  R««poiui«i  Tli«  Any  oovar  lattar  tranaBitting  tb*  CERRA 
raport  indioatad  that  tba  raport  was  a  draft.  Moraovar,  tha 
traaaBittal  lattar  indioatad  that  tha  Any  waa  purauing  E 

**ooBourraBt  raviav**  of  tha  raport,  and  that  tha  Inavitahla  arrora 
would  ha  eorraotad.  Rlnca  July,  1993,  tha  Any  baa  undartakan  to 
involva  all  ragulatory  aganelaa  in  ita  iaplaBontation  of  CERFA. 

Aa  thara  will  ba  no  intaria  draft  of  thia  raport,  tha  naxt  raport 
DT8C  raoaivaa  will  ba  tha  final  raport. 
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6.  Page  1-2.  The  text  under  Section  1.2  identifies  four 
parcel  types:  (1)  BRAC  Parcel,  (2)  BRAC  Parcel  with 
Qualifier (s) ,  (3)  CERFA  disqualified  Parcel,  and  (4)  CERFA 
Excluded  Parcel.  Unfortunately,  consistency  is  not 
maintained  within  the  Report  using  the  four  identified 

terms.  For  example.  Figure  5-1  uses  the  term  CERFA  Parcel  ^ 

not  BRAC  Parcel  and  it  uses  the  term  CERFA  Parcel  with 
Qualifiers  not  BRAC  Parcel  with  Qualifier (s) .  Consistency 
between  the  two  remaining  terms  is  maintained  between  the 
text  on  Page  1-2  and  Figure  5-1.  Also,  BRAC  Parcel  is 
incorrectly  given  the  definition  of  CERFA.  The  BRAC  Parcel 
definition  appears  to  be  defining  the  Army-owned  property  ^ 

which  is  subject  to  BRAC  and  which  consists  of  all  four 
parcel  types. 

Please  correct  the  definitions  and  maintain  term  consistency 
throughout  the  Report  for  accuracy,  completeness,  and 
readability.  I 

Army  Response:  Concur.  These  issues  were  previously  identified 

during  the  Army's  internal  in-house  review  of  the  HAAF  CERFA 

document,  the  results  of  which  were  provided  to  DTSC  on/about  19 

January  94.  The  contractor  has  already  made  the  referenced 

changes .  I 

7.  Page  1-2.  The  text  (eg.  BRAC  Parcel,  BRAC  Parcel  with 
Qualifier)  incorrectly  identifies  radionuclides,  lead-based 
paint  and  asbestos  (friable)  as  non-CERCLA  hazardous. 

According  to  40  CFR  Part  302  and  Table  302.4  these 

substances  are  listed  as  a  CERCLA  hazardous  substance.  I 

*Army  Response:  The  Army's  position  is  that  asbestos  in  buildings  or 
other  structures,  naturally  occurring  radon  or  other  radionuclides, 
lead-based  in  buildings  or  other  structures,  PCB  transformers  in  use, 
and  areas  of  unexploded  ordnance  (UXO)  are  properly  exempt  from  both 
the  provisions  of  CERCLA  and  CERFA.  This  position  is  supported  by  I 

Army  legal  review  at  several  levels,  and  by  DOD  guidance  dated  9 
September  1993. 

Zn  regards  to  the  specific  issue  of  unexploded  ordnance,  the 
Army's  position  is  that  UZO  located  in  areas  where  conventional 
explosive  ordnance  firing  and  explosive  activities  have  been  I 
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oonduotsd,  •.g.f  lapaot  rangas  and  training  rangas#  ara  not  hasardoua 
subatanoaa  or  liaaardoua  waata«  and  tbua  not  aubjaot  to  CBRCLA  or  tha 
Rasouroa  Coaaarvatlon  and  Raoovary  Aot  (RCRA) .  Although  uzo  in  thasa 
araas  umj  prasant  a  safaty  haaard  (hanea  tha  Aray'a  daoiaion  to 
olassify  thasa  araas  as  **CSSVA  Paroals  with  Qualif iars**)  /  tha  Army's 
position  is  that  thair  prasanea  doas  not  constituta  a  ralaasa, 
disposal  or  storaga  of  a  hasardoua  aubstanea  which  could  disqualify 
tha  parcal  as  oontaminatad.  Zn  thosa  oasas  whara  tha  prasanea  of  UZO 
is  olaarly  tha  rasult  of  a  disposal  <a.g.,  uzo  discovarad  in  a  pit  not 
part  of  an  impact  ranga  or  training  ranga) ,  would  "disqualify"  a 
parcal  from  haing  dasignatad  as  "unoontaminatad."  Thar a  ara  no 
indications  that  such  disposal  has  occurred  at  Hamilton  Army  Airfield. 


8.  Page  1-2.  BRAC  Parcel  with  Qualifier:  The  text  incorrectly 
identifies  PCB  containing  equipment  as  non-CERCLA.  PCBs 
are  considered  a  CERCLA  substance.  PCB  transformers  which 
are  in  service  need  not  preclude  a  CERFA  parcel 
designation. 

Army  Response:  Equipment  in  service^  such  as  switches  and 
transformers,  which  contain  PCBs,  regardless  of  the  level  of 
PCBs,  do  not  "disqualify"  a  parcel  from  being  designated  as 
"unoontaminatad."  Transformers  which  contain  PCBs  which  have 
leaked,  would  disqualify  a  parcal  from  being  designated  as 
"uncontaminated . " 

9.  Pages  1-2  and  1-3.  The  text  identifies  labels  for 
qualifying  parcels  and  labels  to  qualify  contaminants. 
Unfortunately,  these  labels  are  not  included  on  Figure  5-1 
which  reduces  the  useability  of  Figure  5-1.  Further,  a 
review  of  Table  5-1  shows  that  parcel  2Q  was  not  identified 
and  labels  are  inconsistently  applied  such  as  for  parcel 
number  1Q-/A/L/RD  when  compared  to  the  listing  on  Figure  5- 
1. 

Please  be  consistent  with  labeling  to  facilitate  direct 
comparison  of  text  to  figures,  text  to  tables,  and  figures 
to  tables.  Accuracy  and  consistency  must  be  maintained  in 
the  Report  to  ensure  useability. 

Army  Response:  Please  see  response  to  specific  comment  #6.  The 
Army  has  already  made  DT8C  aware  that  these  inaccuracies  exist. 

The  Army  has  already  directed  these  corrections  be  made. 

10.  Page  1-3.  The  text  under  Section  1.3 

(Geographical/ Environmental  Setting)  describes  the  "airfield 
BRAC  Parcel"  and  "Hospital  Hill  Brae  Parcel"  in  terms  of 
location  on  the  base  and  the  types  of  properties  bounding 
these  parcels.  While  the  text  is  lengthy,  it  is  not 
referenced  to  any  scaled  map  which  clearly  and  completely 
shows  all  of  the  referenced  properties.  In  addition,  the 
text  indicates  that  the  "airfield  BRAC  Parcel"  is  located  in 


the  eastern  portion  of  the  installation.  The  latter 
statement  is  only  partially  correct  because  the  "airfield 
BRAG  Parcel"  extends  from  the  northwestern  extent  of  the 
installation  to  the  eastern  levee,  not  to  mention  its 
northern  or  southern  boundaries.  Further,  the  text 
identified  parcels  A1  through  A6  without  definition  of  their 
location  or  boundaries. 

Please  provide  a  scaled  base  map,  a  size  similar  to  Figure 
5-1,  which  clearly  shows  all  Identified  parcels,  border 
properties  with  designations,  and  all  boundaries. 

Army  Response:  see  response  to  specific  comment  #6.  The  Army  has 
already  directed  these  corrections  be  made.  However,  the 
existing  map  at  Figure  5-1  of  the  report  will  be  modified  to 
include  this  information.  However,  other  maps  are  beyond  the 
scope  of  the  contract  vehicle  in  place  to  effect  compliance  with 
CBRFA.  A  separate  map  will  not  be  generated  under  this  CERFA 
effort;  however,  such  a  map  may  be  within  the  scope  of  the  BRAG 
Cleanup  Plan  <BCP)  contract  also  being  undertaken  by  this  Center. 

11.  Page  1-3.  Please  reword  "Hazardous  Release/Disposal"  to 
"Hazardous  Substances  Release/Disposal"  and  "Hazardous 
Storage"  to  "Hazardous  Substances  storage". 

Army  Response:  Concur.  The  text  will  be  modified  as  indicated. 

12.  Page  1-4.  Section  1.3.2  (Surface  Water  Drainage)  is  not 
correlated  to  a  scaled  map  indicating  flow  directions  of 
surface  water  supporting  the  text.  The  text  is  unclear 
where  surface  runoff  from  one  parcel  flows  onto  another 
parcel . 

It  would  be  helpful  if  the  Army  provided  a  scaled  base  map 
showing  surface  water  drainage  flow  paths,  flood  plains, 
Novato  Creek  Watershed,  tidal  estuaries,  Novato  Creek, 
collection  ditches,  and  pump  stations  to  accurately  show 
the  surface  water  drainage  interaction  among  land  parcels. 

Army  Response:  The  Amy  concurs  that  it  might  be  helpful  to 
include  this  information.  However,  such  a  nap  is  beyond  the 
scope  of  the  Amy's  contract  vehicle  in  place  to  effect 
compliance  with  CERFA.  A  separate  map  will  not  be  generated. 

13.  Page  1-5.  Section  1.3.3  (Geology  and  Soils)  is  not  linked 
to  a  scaled  base  map,  does  not  identify  the  presence  of 
Tertiary (?)  sandstone  unconformably  overlying  Franciscan 
Complex  rocks  on  Reservoir  Hill  and  incorrectly  uses  the 
term  "classic"  sediments. 

Please  modify  the  text  appropriately  and  link  it  to  a 
scaled  base  map.  The  FEIR  should  be  appropriately 
referenced  when  modifying  the  text. 


Army  Rasponsa:  TRa  daplotion  of  gaology  and  soils  is  bayond  tha 
soopa  raquirad  by  CBRFR,  and  bayond  tba  soopa  of  tba  Army's 
oontraot  vabiola  in  plaoa  to  affaot  oosiplianca  with  CBRTA. 
■ovavar,  tba  taxt  will  ba  aodifiad  to  raflact  tha  findings  in  tha 
7BXR. 


14.  Page  1-6.  section  1.3.4  (Hydrogeology).  The  text  should 
discuss  all  relevant  information  regarding  well  locations, 
potentiometric  surface,  and  groundwater  flow  directions. 

The  Army  could  reference  any  scaled  maps  showing  all  well 
locations,  potentiometric  surface,  and  groundwater  flow 
directions. 

Army  Response t  Tha  Army  does  not  believe  that  Congress  intended  a 
raavaluation  of  all  environmental  studies  which  cams  before  tba 
requirement  to  comply  with  CERFA.  As  such,  much  effort,  all  of 
it  reviewed  by  California  regulatory  agencies,  has  already 
occurred  to  characterise  the  nature  and  extent  of  contamination 
at  BAAF.  The  conclusions  of  these  reports  and  efforts  to 
identify  what  areas  of  BAAF  are  and  are  not  "uncontaminated"  are 
pertinent  to  fulfilling  the  requirements  of  CERFA.  The  level  of 
detail  alluded  to  in  this  comment  is  beyond  the  scope  of 
information  required  to  be  re-presented  in  the  Army's  opinion. 
Bowever,  all  available  Information  was  reviewed  in  reaching 
determinations  of  "uncontaminated'*  parcels,  in  accordance  with 
CERFA. 

15.  Page  1-6.  Section  1.3.4  (Hydrogeology)  uses  subjective 
terminology  such  as  small,  low,  high,  and  very  slow  to 
describe  groundwater  flow  rates  and  lateral  hydraulic 
gradients.  Subjective  terminology  has  different  meanings  to 
different  data  users. 

Please  delete  all  subjective  terminology  and  use  actual 
values  found  in  the  FEIR.  The  actual  values  should  be 
obtainable  from  the  scaled  map  identified  in  specific 
comment  nvimber  12. 

Army  Response:  Concur  with  respect  to  actual  values  found  in  the 
FEIR.  However,  the  Army  believes  that  a  certain  amount  of 
subjective  language  is  appropriate.  The  CERFA  report  has  as  its 
primary  user  local  reuse  groups.  The  CERFA  report  results  are 
communicated  more  effectively  to  less  technically  proficient 
users  if  a  certain  amount  of  subjective  language  is  included.  As 
stated  earlier,  tha  process  of  reaching  "uncontaminated'  parcel 
designations  under  CERFA  is  by  it  nature  somewhat  subjective. 

16.  Pages  1-6  and  1-7.  Section  1.3.4  (Hydrogeology)  consistently 
uses  inappropriate  terminology  such  as  "unconformed  aquitard" 
"inpockets",  and  "backish"  to  describe  the  hydrogeology  at 
HAAF. 


Please  use  recognized  hydrogeology  terms  for  describing  the 
hydrogeology  at  HAAF. 


Army  Response t  concur.  The  oorrsot  terminology  will  be  used. 

17.  Page  1-6.  Section  1.3.4  (Hydrogeology)  identifies  that  the 
"airfield  BRAC  Parcel"  consists  of  one  to  three 
hydrogeologic  units.  One  unit  is  identified  as  the  Bay  Mud 
and  another  unit  is  identified  as  fill  material  placed  upon 
the  Bay  Mud.  The  third  unit  is  not  described. 

Please  identify  the  third  hydrogeologic  unit.  The  text 
should  describe  the  interaction  of  groundwater  among  units. 
The  Army  could  reference  any  scaled  maps  which  show  the 
locations  of  hydrogeologic  units. 

Army  Response t  Bee  response  to  comment  #6.  The  Army  has  directed 
that  these  corrections  be  made. 

18.  Page  1-6  and  1-7.  The  Bay  Mud  is  a  locally  recognized 
stratigraphic  unit. 

Please  capitalize  the  name  "Bay  Mud"  throughout  the  document. 
(RWQCB) , 

Army  Response:  Concur.  Bay  Mud  will  be  capitalized. 

19.  Page  1-7.  The  text  states  that  "The  only  region  of  the 
airfield  portion  of  the  BRAC  Parcel  in  which  significant 
groundwater  investigations  have  not  been  conducted  is  along 
the  runway  and  in  the  northern  most  portion  of  the  site." 
These  portions  of  the  site  make  up  on-third  to  one-half  of 
the  BRAC  Parcel  and  it  is  misleading  to  discount  their 
importance  with  a  qualifier  such  as  "only". 

Please  modify  the  text  to  include  an  estimate  of  proportion 
of  HAAF  that  has  not  been  the  subject  of  a  groundwater 
investigation.  (RWQCB) 

"Army  Response:  Concur.  The  text  will  be  revised  to  remove  the 
contentious  statement. 

20.  Page  1-7.  The  text  states  that  "It  is  anticipated  that 
these  areas  would  exhibit  a  relatively  flat  water  table 
similar  to  the  revetment  area  due  to  the  presence  of  the 
low  hydraulic  conductivity  of  bay  mud."  While  a  flat  water 
table  may  be  expected  in  this  area  due  to  the  low  relief, 
it  would  probably  not  be  caused  by  low  hydraulic 
conductivity . 

Please  reword  the  text  or  give  further  explanation.  (RWQCB) 

Army  Response:  Concur.  The  text  will  be  reworded  to  eliminate  the 

11 


B 


B 


B 


B 


I 


B 


B 


B 


■islMdlng  statuiant. 

21.  Page  1-7.  The  text  states  that  "The  hydrogeology  of  the 
Hospital  Hill  BRAC  Parcel  has  not  been  investigated  as 
thoroughly  as  the  airfield  portion  of  the  BRAC  Parcel."  It 
does  not  appear  the  hydrogeology  of  this  area  has  been 
investigated  at  all,  since  the  nearest  well  (that  the  text 
indicates)  is  in  a  completely  different  hydrogeologic 
situation  (low  relief  Bay  Mud  versus  high  relief  bedrock 
and  colluvium) . 

Please  modify  the  text  to  accurately  and  completely  state 
the  facts.  (RWQCB) 

Army  Response:  The  contractor  has  been  directed  to  research  this 
issue  and  clarify  in  the  text  the  nature  of  groundwater 
investigations  at  Hospital  Bill. 

22.  Page  2-1.  The  text  states,  "A  listing  of  these  documents  is 
provided  in  Appendix  A.  A  summary  of  the  findings  in  the 
most  relevant  of  these  documents  is  provided  below."  A 
review  of  Appendix  A  shows  that  the  cover  page's  title  is 
misspelled,  the  title  is  misspelled  on  Page  A-I,  some  dates 
are  not  provided,  and  TBD  (to  be  determined)  is  provided  s 
a  footnote  but  is  not  used  on  Page  A-I.  Further,  it  is 
unclear  how  "most  relevant"  is  defined  and  what  criteria 
were  used  for  selection. 

Please  resolve  spelling  errors,  missing  dates,  and  TBD 
issues  in  Appendix  A.  Further,  the  Army  should  clearly 
define  the  term  "most  relevant"  and  state  what  criteria  was 
used  in  the  selection  process. 

*Aruy  Response:  Concur.  The  contractor  has  been  directed  to 
restate  the  second  quoted  sentence  to  read  as  follows:  "A  summary 
of  the  findings  in  those  documents  found  to  be  relevant  to  the 
document  investigation  requirements  of  CERPA  is  provided  below.'* 

See  response  to  comment  #6  regarding  the  other  issues  identified 
in  this  comment;  the  Army  has  already  directed  that  these 
corrections  be  made. 

23.  Page  2-1.  The  text  states,  "The  PA  is  enhanced  to  cover 
topics  not  normally  addressed  in  a  PA.  These  topics 
include:  .  .  .  ".  The  listing  of  topics  provided  is  not  the 
same  as  the  listing  provided  on  Page  1-3  of  the  Report. 

Please  ensure  that  the  topics  identified  in  the  enhanced-PA  on 
Page  2-1  be  fully  compatible  with  the  listing  provided  on  Page 
1-3. 

Army  Response:  The  Army  non-concurs  with  the  requested  change. 

The  environmental  topics  considered  in  the  BAAF  Enhanced  PA  and 
those  considered  in  the  identification  of  CERFA  Parcels  with 


» 


QualifiMTS  ar«  similar  but  do  not  nsosssarily  oonstituts  a  ons- 
to-ona  matoh.  7or  azaaq^la,  radon  was  not  oonsidsrsd  in  tbs 
Bnbanosd  PA  but  is  oonsidsrsd  in  tbs  Army's  CERFA  sorssning 
proosss.  Pbs  tsxt  will  nsvsrtbslsss  bs  modifisd  to  clarify  tbis 

issus.  * 

24.  Page  2-2.  The  text  indicates  that  the  enhanced-PA 
recommended  further  actions.  However,  the  recommended 
further  actions  are  in  some  cases  inappropriate  because  of 
prior  decisions.  For  example,  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 

Engineers  Sacramento  Division  has  indicated  to  DTSC  that  JP  i 

4  fuel  lines  and  any  associated  contamination  will  be 

removed. 

Please  contact  the  appropriate  personnel  at  the  regulatory 
agencies,  DoD,  and  Corps  of  Engineers  to  gain  a  more 
accurate  and  complete  picture  of  where  and  what  further  t 

actions  actually  need  to  be  proposed. 

Army  Response:  Sss  response  to  comment  #6.  The  Army  has  already 
directed  that  tbis  occur. 

25.  Page  2-3.  Section  2.1.2  (El  Report)  states,  "The  El  focused  I 

on  AREEs  identified  in  the  enhanced  PA".  A  review  of  the 

El  and  comparison  to  the  Report  shows  that  asbestos, 
radiological  disposal  site,  and  bombing  range  were  not  part 
of  site-specific  evaluations. 

Please  modify  the  quoted  language  to  exclude  asbestos,  I 

radiological  disposal  site,  and  bombing  range  as  elements 
of  the  El. 

Army  Response:  Concur.  The  text  will  be  modified  to  eliminate 
the  inconsistencies  identified. 

I 

26.  Page  2-3.  The  text  states,  "Through  an  integrated  sampling 
and  analyses  program,  the  El  identified  the  nature,  extent, 
and  potential  pathways  of  contamination  associated  with  the 
study  area."  This  statement  is  incorrect.  In  fact  the 
extent  of  contamination  is  not  fully  defined  at  any  site. 

The  California  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  (RWQCB)  I 

San  Francisco  Bay  Region  has  given  conditional  approval  of 
the  El,  under  conditions  of  additional  sampling  and 
analysis  as  confirming  the  extent  of  contamination  during 
remedial  activities. 

Please  reword  the  text  to  accurately  and  correctly  state  I 

the  facts. 

Army  Response:  The  additional  sampling  will  be  included  in  the 

HAAT  CERFA  report,  but  only  to  the  extent  that  this  information 

makes  the  document  more  complete.  The  Army  is  surprised  at  the 

tone  of  this  comment.  The  Amy  has  sought  and  received  from  the  I 
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Board  approval  of  all  work  oonduetad  at  HAAF  sinoa  tha  alta 
baoaaa  listad  aa  a  BBXC  alta.  Tha  Any  haa  fully  ooapllad  vith 
all  additional  aanpling  raquaatad  by  tha  Board.  Tha  Any  haa 
uadartakaa  to  involva  tha  Board,  and  latar  DT8C,  in  avary  atap  of 
tha  anvironaantal  invaatigation  and  raatoration  of  BAAF.  Tha 
Army  doaa  not  baliava  that  tha  additional  aampling  raquaatad  by 
tha  Board  ia  indioativa  of  a  dafaotiva  anvironaantal 
invaatigation . 

27.  Page  2-3.  Section  2.1.3  (Draft  Alternatives  Assessment 
Report)  indicates  that  cleanup  levels  have  been  established 
by  regulatory  agencies.  In  fact,  only  cleanup  levels  for 
total  petroleum  hydrocarbons  as  gasoline  and  diesel  fuel  in 
soil  and  groundwater  for  the  Phase  1  General  Services 
Administration  (GSA)  sale  property  have  been  established. 
All  other  cleanup  levels  are  in  the  process  of  being 
determined  and  are  largely  a  function  of  the  proposed  reuse 
options . 

Please  modify  Section  2.1.3  to  present  the  facts  regarding 
cleanup  levels. 

*Army  Response t  Concur.  The  Army  understands  that  the  referenced 
cleanup  values  have  been  withdrawn  by  the  Board.  The  CERFA 
report  will  be  modified  to  reflect  that  cleanup  levels  have  not 
yet  been  determined  for  all  remediation  required  at  HAAF. 

28.  Page  2-3.  Section  2.1.4  (Asbestos  Survey  Report,  HAAF) 
indicates  that  three  buildings  (numbers  20,  40,  516)  were 
not  surveyed  for  asbestos.  However,  no  indication  of  why 
they  were  not  surveyed  or  when  they  will  be  surveyed  is 
provided.  No  information  is  provided  regarding  whether  or 
not  the  asbestos  is  in  friable  condition. 

Please  provide  the  rationale  for  not  surveying  buildings 
20,  40,  and  516,  as  well  as  an  indication  as  to  if  and  when 
they  will  be  surveyed.  The  Army  should  consider  including 
a  copy  of  the  Asbestos  Survey  Report  as  was  done  in  the 
CERFA  Report  for  Fort  Ord.  Information  regarding  the 
condition  of  the  asbestos  in  the  buildings  should  be 
provided . 

Army  Response:  Concur.  The  Army  has  instructed  the  contractor  to 
review  asbestos  survey  information  for  the  buildings  in  question. 
However,  the  Army's  position  is  that  the  presence  of  asbestos  in 
buildings,  regardless  of  condition,  is  immaterial  to  the  process 
whereby  such  buildings  are  designated  as  *'uncontaminated"  under 
CERFA.  It  is  inappropriate  to  include  the  asbestos  report  for 
HAAF  in  the  CERFA  report,  for  the  same  reasons  previously 
prepared  reports  are  not  included.  Information  relative  to  the 
date  these  buildings  may  be  surveyed  for  asbestos  is  immaterial 
to  the  requirements  of  CERFA. 


29. 


Page  2-4.  The  text:  contained  within  Section  2.1.6  discusses 
the  preparation  of  a  PA  report  for  the  four  parcels  that  will 
be  transferred  but  omits  any  discussion  of  the  revelant  [sic] 
information  revealed  in  that  report. 

Please  siimmarize  the  results  of  the  PA. 

Army  Responses  The  report  prepared  for  pareels  A2«  A3,  AS,  and  A6 
is  oorreotly  termed  a  Preliminary  Assessment  Screening  (PAS) 
report.  The  oontraotor  has  been  notified  to  make  this  change, 
and  to  also  state  the  oonolusions  of  this  report,  see  response 
to  comment  #6. 


i 


» 


» 


30.  Page  2-4.  The  text  contained  within  Section  2.2  (Federal, 

State,  and  Local  Government  Regulatory  Records)  indicates  an 
electronic  database  search  was  conducted  and  results  are  in 
Appendix  B.  A  review  of  Appendix  B  shows  that  an  electronic  p 

database  search  was  conducted  (with  numerous  disclaimers) 

and  a  statistical  profile  is  presented.  The  text  in  Section 
2.2  does  not  clearly  and  completely  identify  database 
acronyms,  such  as  HWIS,  and  where  the  identified  sites  are 
relative  to  the  two  subject  parcels.  Therefore, 

interpretation  and  useability  are  greatly  hindered.  p 

Please  modify  the  text  in  Section  2.2  of  the  Report  to 

clearly  siimmarlze  the  results  of  Appendix  B,  some  of  which 

should  be  tabular  format,  and  clearly  identify  what  each 

acronym  means.  Further,  the  Army  should  provide  a  scaled 

map  showing  the  locations  of  the  sites  identified  in  p 

Appendix  and  the  two  subject  parcels  at  HAAF. 

Army  Response:  Concur.  The  requested  revisions  to  Section  2.2 
will  be  made.  A  scaled  map  will  be  provided  as  currently  exists 
in  the  draft  CERFA  report. 

31.  Page  2-4.  The  text  states,  "A  complete  list  of  agencies  * 

visited  or  contacted  and  individuals  interviewed  is  provided 

in  Table  2-1."  A  review  of  Table  2-1  shows  that  dates  of 
employment  for  10  of  23  interviewees  are  undetermined. 

Because  nearly  50  percent  of  the  interviews  have 

undetermined  time  frames  for  involvement  with  environmental  I 

activities  at  HAAF  a  high  degree  of  chronologic 
unreliability  exists  for  information  provided  by  the  10 
interviews.  Further,  there  is  no  Region  12  for  the 
California  Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control  (DTSC)  and 
some  of  the  interviewees  names  are  misspelled. 

Please  do  the  following:  (1)  identify  the  uncertainty  associated  ^ 
with  the  10  interviewees  in  the  Report  or  make  a  better  effort  to 
identify  actual  dates  of  involvement,  (2)  identify  the 
appropriate  DTSC  Regions  and  (3)  correct  name  misspellings. 


Army  Response:  Concur.  The  contractor  has  been  directed  to  make 


» 
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til*  r*qu*at*d  ehmng**.  8**  raspoas*  to  ooauBant  #6. 

32.  Pag*  2-10.  Paatlcida/Herblcida  Application,  Storage,  or 
Use.  The  Army  should  address,  in  more  detail,  the  results 
of  the  visual  Inspection  regarding  the  storage  and  use  of 
the  pesticides  and  herbicides  and  their  potential  impacts  on 
uncontaminated  areas. 

Army  Response t  Concur.  Th*  eontraotor  will  ba  instructed  to  provide 
additional  detail. 

33.  Page  2-10  to  2-11.  The  report  Indicates  that  a  newspaper 
article  reported  dumping  of  unexploded  ordnance  (UXO) . 

Although  there  appears  to  be  no  other  documented  evidence 
of  this  activity,  the  Report  indicates  that  interviews  were 
done  to  confirm  this  activity.  The  Report  does  not  discuss 
the  result  of  those  interviews. 

Army  Response:  Concur.  The  contractor  has  been  instructed  to 
close  the  loop  on  this  issue  and  provide  more  detail.  See 
response  to  comment  #6. 

34.  Page  2-11.  Section  2.4.2  (Visual  Inspection  of  the  Adjacent 
Property)  indicates  a  database  search  within  a  1.75  mile 
radius  from  the  center  of  the  site  has  occurred.  In 
Section  2.2  a  2.5  mile  radius  database  search  was  conducted 
and  Information  was  provided  in  Appendix  B.  No  associated 
appendix  is  provided  for  the  1.75  mile  radius  database 
search.  It  is  unclear  why  a  shorter  radius  database  search 
was  conducted,  why  it  has  a  shorter  radius  and,  therefore, 
is  a  subset  of  the  larger  radius  database  search,  and  why 
the  resultant  database  information  is  not  provided  in  a 
supporting  appendix. 

Please  provide  the  following:  (1)  a  scaled  base  map  showing 
the  centroid  and  the  1.75  mile  radius  database  search  area 
(2)  supportive  database  information  in  appendix  format, 
and  (3)  a  clear  rationale  for  apparently  duplication  of 
effort  when  the  1.75  mile  radius  database  search  is  a 
subset  of  the  2.5  mile  radius  database  search. 

Army  Response:  Concur.  The  contractor  has  been  instructed  to 
clarify  the  text  regarding  the  data  base  search.  A  scaled  nap 
will  be  provided  as  per  comment  #30. 

35.  Page  2-11.  Section  2.5  (Title  Documents)  Indicates  that  the 
last  revision  date  is  January  1990,  and  several  transfers 
have  occurred  since  that  time.  It  is  unclear  why  all 
property  transfers  since  1990  are  not  identified  in  Section 
2.5  of  the  Report. 

Please  provide  a  current  Tract  Register  Map  which  shows  all 
property  transfers  to  date,  or  the  existing  map  should  be 


suppleaented  with  scaled  maps  and  supportive  text  that 
clearly  an  conpletely  shows  all  property  transfers. 

Further,  the  Army  should  provide  any  relevant  inforaatlon 
obtained  fron  the  review  of  recorded  chain  of  title 
docuaents  regarding  the  property. 

Krwcf  Response  I  CERFA  does  not  require  e  listing  of  property 
transfers,  nor  does  it  require  a  tract  nap  be  included  in  the 
CERFA  report.  What  CERFA  does  require  is  a  review  of  recorded 
ohain  of  title  documents  regarding  the  real  [installation] 
property.  The  purpose  of  this  review  is  to  ascertain  from 
previous  ownership  of  the  property,  any  information  which  nay 
supplement  what  is  known  about  the  environmental  condition  of  the 
property.  To  this  extent,  the  Amy  concurs  that  the  CERFA  report 
is  lacking  detail,  and  the  contractor  has  already  been  instructed 
to  state  the  results  of  the  title  document  review.  The  inclusion 
of  information  regarding  transfers  of  property  is  pertinent  only 
insofar  as  that  property  was  part  of  the  approximately  700  acres 
of  the  BRAC  parcel,  to  which  the  Amy  has  applied  the 
requirements  of  CERFA,  or  to  the  extent  that  the  transferred 
property  affects  that  BRAC  parcel  with  contamination. 

36.  Page  3-2.  Section  3.1.1  (Past  Activities)  Describes  numerous 
areas  with  respect  to  specific  buildings,  hangers,  test 
facilities  and  the  storage  and  use  of  hazardous  substances. 
Scaled  maps  are  not  provided  which  show  the  necessary  visual 
support  for  the  text. 

Please  provide  a  scaled  map  showing  the  specific  text 
referenced  structures  to  properly  orientate  [sic]  the  reader. 

Amy  Response:  Concur.  See  responses  to  specific  comments  #6  and 
General  comment  #3. 

37.  Pages  3-2  nd  3-3.  The  text  Indicates  that  the  majority  of 
reventment  [sic]  turnouts  are  paved,  although  several  are 
unpaved.  The  text  does  not  specifically  Identify  by  number 
designation  which  reventments  [sic]  are  unpaved,  nor  Is  the 
text  supported  by  a  scaled  map  showing  paved  and  unpaved 
revetment  areas. 

Please  number  designate  all  reventment  [sic]  areas  and  show 
their  locations  on  a  scaled  map. 

Amy  Response:  Concur.  Bee  response  to  specific  comment  #6  and 
General  comment  #3.  The  contractor  has  been  requested  to  review 
the  aerial  photos  showing  new  revetment  areas  with  the  Amy. 

38.  Page  3-4.  The  text  indicates  that  one  and  possibly  two 
underground  storage  tanks  (USTs)  exist  at  Building  41.  The 
FEIR  indicates  that  only  one  UST  currently  exists  at 
Building  4  and  a  second  UST  was  previously  removed  because 
It  leaked.  When  the  leaky  UST  was  removed,  over  excavation 


of  Impacted  soils  also  occurrad  and  thosa  soils  ara  still 
stockpilad  on-sita. 

Plaasa  aaand  tha  Raport  and  prasant  tha  facts  as  thay  axist 
in  tha  FBIR. 

Rnj  RaspoBsat  Tha  oontraotor  has  baaa  lastruotM  to  rasaaxoh 
this  issua. 

39.  Paga  3-4.  Tha  text  idantifias  tha  axistanca  of  Building  575 
in  tha  "Hospital  Hill  BRAC  Parcal".  Hovaver,  a  raviev  of 
Figura  5-1  shows  that  Building  575  is  not  labale.  as 
axlsting  at  tha  "Hospital  Hill  BRAC  Parcal". 

Plaasa  modify  Figvura  5-1  to  show  tha  location  of  Building 
575  as  part  of  tha  "Hospital  Hill  BRAC  Parcal". 

Any  RaspoBsai  Concur.  Tha  taxt  and  Figura  5-1  will  ba  oorralatad 

as  raguastad. 

40.  Page  3-4.  Tha  text  for  medical  activities  falls  to  identify 
the  potential  existence  of  mercury  associated  with 
thermometers  and  other  medical  measurement  equipment.  It  is 
the  common  practice  of  most  medical  facilities  to  discard 
the  mercury  associated  with  broken  medical  measurement 
equipment  by  pouring  it  down  the  drain.  At  other/  DoD 
facilities  drain  line  traps  have  been  found  to  be  laden 
with  mercury.  Further,  text  on  page  4-17,  Section  4.4.6 
indicates  the  potential  for  radioactive  materials  in  several 
buildings  which  is  not  addressed  in  this  section.  Also,  the 
buildings  located  on  Hospital  Hill  have  little  discussion  of 
past  uses. 

Please  identify  the  potential  presence  of  mercury  with 
medical  activities  and  drain  disposal  to  receiving  base 
facilities  and  consider  it  a  potential  migration  pathway. 

The  Army  should  also  address  the  potential  for  radioactive 
materials. 

"Army  Responset  The  Army  non-oonours  with  the  requested  changes. 

The  oomment  raises  the  fundamental  question  of  **what  is  required** 
under  CBRFA.  The  Amy  undertook,  without  any  preconceived 
notions  regarding  what  parts  of  HAAF  should  be  designated  as 
**unoontaminated**  or  otherwise,  the  7  step  protocol  outlined  in 
Public  Law  102-426.  The  results  of  this  analysis  has  not  led  to 
the  conclusion  that  there  are  radionuclide,  mercurial,  unexploded 
ordnance,  or  other  hasards  on  or  adjacent  to  HAAF  beyond  that 
which  the  Amy's  investigation  revealed.  The  Amy  believes  that 
conjecture  or  sweeping  generalities  are  inappropriate  and  should 
not  be  made  regarding  fulfillment  of  Public  Law  102-426.  The 
potential  for  contamination  in  a  stochastic  sense  exists  on  every 
acre,  and  in  every  building  on  HAAF,  and  on  every  acre  and  in 
eveary  building  on  every  military  installation,  cerfa  requires 


th*  Krmf  to  idoBtify  proporty  on  whioh  no  hnsnrdous  ■ubstancos 
and  no  potroloun  products  or  ttoir  dorlvativos  vara  storad  for 
ona  yaar  or  nora#  fcaoim  to  hava  baan  ralaasad  or  disposad  of  [42 
U.d.C.  f  t<20  (h)  (4)].  Furthamora,  CBR7A  ralias  on  tha 
**ol»viouanass**  of  suoli  ralaaaas.  To  that  and,  tha  Amy's  position 
is  that  our  invastigatioB  has  not  both  tha  spirit  and  lattar  of 
CBSFA  and  Congrassional  intant. 

41.  Page  3-6.  Associated  with  Building  86,  the  text  identifies 
three  hazardous  naterials/waste  storage  areas  that  are 
located  outside  the  hanger.  The  text  discusses  two  of  the 
storage  areas  but  not  the  third  storage  area.  No  scaled 
nap  is  provide  showing  their  locations.  Further,  the 
hazardous  substances  wastes  are  not  specifically  identified 
as  Comprehensive  Environmental  Response,  Compensation,  and 
Liability  Act  (CERCLA)  hazardous  or  non-CERCLA  hazardous. 

Please  discuss  the  third  storage  area.  Identify  the  hazardous 
substances  and  provide  a  scaled  map  supporting  the  text  to  en¬ 
hance  its  readability  and  understanding. 

Amy  Responses  Concur.  Bee  responses  to  specific  comment  #6  and 
uanernl  comment  #3. 

42.  Page  3-6.  The  text  indicates  that  a  5,000  gallon  JP4  fuel 
truck  is  located  near  storage  area  2  northwest  of  Building 
86.  A  review  of  the  FEIR  indicates  that  the  northwest 
designation  may  be  Incorrect  and  it  may  be  southwest. 

Please  verify  the  geographic  designation  and  show  the  JP4 
trucks  location  on  a  scaled  map. 

Amy  Response:  Concur.  Tbs  contractor  has  verified  that  the 
trucks  are  reported  in  the  proper  place  in  the  CERTA  report. 


43.  Page  3-7.  The  text  identifies  three  connexs  [sic]  associated 
with 

Building  94,  as  94A,  94B,  and  94C.  Unfortunately,  none  of 
the  connexes  [sic]  are  shown  on  a  scaled  map. 

The  Army  should  provide  a  scaled  map  which  shows  text 
referenced  building  and  connexs. 

Amy  Response:  Concnir.  Bee  response  to  specific  comment  #6  and 
Oeneral  comment  #3. 


44.  Page  3-7.  Discussion  is  provided  on  the  "Hospital  Hill 

BRAC  Parcel"  with  specific  text  on  each  building.  However, 
no  mention  of  Building  575  is  provided  even  though  it  is 
id^eritified  on  Page  3-4  of  the  Report. 

Please  include  a  discussion  of  Building  575  on  Page  3-7  of 
the  "Hospital  Hill  BRAC  Parcel". 
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Any  A«spoBs«:  Coaour.  Tlia  contractor  will  be  dir  acted  to  addraaa 
this  ia  tAa  text. 

45.  Page  3~8.  The  final  paragraph  at  the  bottoa  of  Page  3- 
etates,  **.  .  .  at  a  suspected  UST  site  behind  Building  26." 
Page  3~5  of  the  Report  indicates  that  only  above  ground 
storage  tanks  (AGTs)  exist  at  Building  26  but  USTs  may  exist 
at  Building  20. 

Please  resolve  the  continuity  regarding  the  existence  of 
ASTs  and/o  USTs  at  Building  26  and  Building  20  so  that  the 
Report  is  consistent  and  accurate. 

Any  Response  I  Concur.  The  oontraotor  will  be  directed  to  address 
this  ia  the  text. 

46.  The  text  states  that  ''Parcels  Al,  A2,  A3,  A5,  and  A6  have 
been  transferred  to  the  new  Hamilton  Partners."  It  is  our 
understanding  that  these  parcels  are  owned  by  the  Army,  the 
sale  of  which  is  been  administered  by  GSA.  It  also  seems 
that  since  this  is  army-owned  property,  where  federal 
government  operations  have  been  terminated,  it  should  be 
included  in  the  CERFA  determination  process  and  not 
considered  adjacent  properties.  (See  CERFA  Law,  Section 
120  (h)  4(E). 

The  Army  should  check  the  accuracy  of  the  text  and  confirm 
whether  the  GSA  parcels  should  be  part  of  the  CERFA 
uncontaminated  property  determination  process. 

Army  Response:  The  oontraotor  has  been  notified  that  the 
referenced  sale  has  yet  to  occur*  The  larger  question  relates  to 
what  part  of  KAAP  require  CERFA  analysis.  The  Army  notes  that 
the  provisions  of  CERFA  to  apply  to  "property  that  offers  the 
greatest  opportunity  for  reuse  and  redevelopment".  As  such,  it 
is  the  Army's  position  that  on  portions  of  an  installation  on 
which  Army  operations  will  not  be  terminated  (e.g.,  a  reserve 
enclave),  or  already  mandated  for  transfer  (e.g.,  due  to  a  public 
law  or  other  binding  agreement) ,  or  pending  transfer  where  such 
transfer  has  a  high  degree  of  certainty  of  occurring,  that  the 
provisions  of  CERFA  do  not  apply.  In  other  words,  if  the  intent 
of  CERFA  is  to  identify  property  for  reuse  and  redevelopment, 
then  Army  efforts  assess  "uncontaminated"  parcels  on  property  to 
be  held  by  the  Army,  or  on  property  to  be  transferred  to  a  third 
party  is  both  counterproductive  and  an  imprudent  expenditure  of 
scarce  public  funds.  However,  the  Amy  has  maintained  the 
flexibility  to  apply  the  requirements  of  CERFA  in  those  cases 
where  reserve  enclave  plans  have  changed,  or  where  planned 
transfers  have  failed,  etc.  Moreover,  all  real  property,  whether 
designated  to  be  held  as  a  reserve  enclave,  or  excluded  from 
CERFA  analysis  based  on  a  pending  transfer,  was  nevertheless 
assessed,  where  appropriate,  in  terms  of  the  "adjacent  parcel" 
requirements  in  CERFA.  As  a  final  note,  that  Amy  has  exercised 


grMt  oautioB  ia  daoiding  which  araas  of  BRAC  inatallationa 
should  not  bo  subjaot  to  tho  provisions  of  cerpa. 


47.  Pago  3-9.  The  text  indicates  a  second  UST  nay  exist  at 

Building  41.  This  is  in  contradiction  to  Page  4-48  of  the 
FEIR,  which  indicates  that  the  second  UST  was  removed  and  a 
stockpile  of  contaminated  soils  exist. 

The  Report  should  accurately  present  information  found  in 
the  FEIR. 

Amy  Responses  Concur.  The  contractor  has  been  instructed  to 
review  their  data  and  clarify  the  noted  discrepancy.  It  is 
possible  that  3  USTs  exist  at  this  site. 


48.  Page  4-3.  The  text  indicates  that  the  highest  Total  Petroleum 
Hydrocarbons  (TPH)  concentrations  found  at  the  JP4  lines  is  360 
mg/Kg.  A  review  of  data  for  the  fuel  lines  presented  in  the 
FEIR  shows  that  sample  location  JP-SS-10  had  a  maximum  lead 
concentration  of  360  mg/Kg  and  the  maximum  TPH  concentration 
was  264  mg/Kg  at  sample  location  JP-SS-8.  Clearly,  there  is  an 
accuracy  problem  with  data  presented  in  the  Report. 

The  Army  should  ensure  that  all  chemical  data  presented  in  the 
Report  be  directly  compared  to  the  FEIR  to  ensure  that  accuracy 
is  maintained. 

*Amy  Response >  Concur.  The  contractor  has  been  directed  to 
resolve  the  inconsistencies  noted. 

49.  Page  4-3.  The  text  does  not  clearly  separate  results  from 
the  12"  fuel  line  and  the  distribution  fuel  lines  (6"  and 
8"  lines) ,  as  though  they  are  physically  separated  and  may 
have  had  different  histories.  No  indication  of  the  number 
of  samples  taken  along  each  pipeline  is  given.  An 
additional  fuel  line  between  the  6"  and  8"  lines  that  was 
identified  in  the  FEIR  is  not  mentioned  in  the  CERFA 
Report . 

The  Army  should  modify  the  text  to  accurately  and 
completely  state  the  facts,  including  the  approximate 
numbers  of  soil  and  groundwater  samples  taken  near  the  fuel 
lines  and  analyzed  or  petroleum  hydrocarbons.  (RWQCB) 

Amy  RespoBsot  Tho  contractor  has  been  instructed  to  research  the 
existence  of  the  additional  fuel  line.  However,  the  number  of 
samples  is  immaterial  to  the  requirements  of  CERFA.  The  bottom 
line  is  that  the  subject  contaminated  parcels  cannot  be 
designated  as  **unooBtaBinated.**  CERFA  does  not  require  a 
comprehensive  treatment  of  why  parcels  are  not  designated  as 
**UBoontaminated.**  Neither  the  proper  amount  of  time  nor  funds 
are  available  to  effect  the  level  of  detail  discussed  in  comment 
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50.  Page  4-3.  California  regulates  PCBs  as  hazardous  waste  at  5 
eg/1  at  soluble  concentrations  and  50  mg/kg  at  a  total 
concentration . 

Please  clarify  whether  or  not  the  liquid  PCBs  in  the  nine 
transformers  are  greater  than  5  mg/1. 

ixmy  Response I  The  oontraotor  has  been  directed  to  research  the 
level  of  PCBs  in  the  subject  transformers.  However,  it  is  the 
hrmy's  understanding  that  PCBs  contained  in  in-use  equipment  is 
not  regulated  as  a  hasardous  waste.  The  Army  is  interested  in 
more  information  regarding  California  PCB  regulations. 

51.  Page  4-4.  The  Report  text  once  again  identifies  a  UST  (#25) 
associated  with  Building  26  which  contradicts  earlier  text 
in  the  Report. 

The  Army  should  resolve  the  AGT  versus  UST  issue  at  Building 
26. 

Army  Response:  concur,  see  response  to  oomment  #45. 

52.  Page  4-4.  The  text  states,  "  A  number  of  new  AREEs  were 
identified  through  the  CERFA  Investigation  .”  The  text 
should  state  specifically  how  many  new  AREEs  were  identified 
and  correctly  indicate  which  AREEs  were  not  addressed  in  the 
FEIR.  For  example,  the  Report  identified  an  AST  at  Building 
35  as  a  new  AREE  but  the  FEZR  had  previously  identified  the 
same  AST  and  provides  chemical  test  results.  This  suggests 
that  identification  of  new  AREEs  is  questionable. 

The  Army  should  do  a  careful  and  complete  comparison  of  new 
AREEs  to  sites  in  the  FEIR  to  accurately  confirm  the  new 
AREEs.  The  Army  should  map  these  "AREEs"  and  indicate  what 
actions  will  be  taken  to  address  them. 

Army  Response:  See  response  to  specific  oomment  #6.  It  is 
possible  that  the  CERFA  investigation  has  identified  another  AST 
at  the  indicated  building.  The  Army  is  revising  the  term  for  new 
areas  identified  and  the  new  term  will  be  reflected  in  the  final 
CERFA  report.  In  any  event,  the  contractor  has  been  instructed 
to  show  these  areas  on  Figure  5-1.  The  Directorate  of  Public 
Works,  Presidio  of  San  Francisco,  and  the  D.s.  Army  corps  of 
Engineers,  Sacramento  District,  will  effect  cleanup  of  these 
areas,  as  necessary,  where  they  fall  outside  of  the  scope  of 
ongoing  Amy  brac  restoration  efforts.  Details  of  what  the  Amy 
intends  to  do  in  regard  to  these  areas  are  not  fully  known  at 
this  time. 

53.  Page  4-6.  The  text  associated  with  the  UST/ AGT  releases 
indicates  that  a  UST  exists  behind  Building  26  and  evidence 


of  a  release  exists.  Once  again,  this  information 
contradicts  information  presented  on  page  3-5  of  the  Report 
which  Indicates  an  ACT  not  UST  exists  at  Building  26. 

The  Army  should  resolve  the  issue  of  ACT  versus  UST  for 
Building  26  to  ensure  an  accurate  report. 

Army  Response t  conour.  flee  response  to  comment  #45. 

54.  Page  4-6.  The  text  Expansion  of  Areas  of  Contamination  text 
in  the  Report  suggest  that  the  extent  of  groundwater 
contamination  was  preliminarily  identified.  This  is 
incorrect.  The  extent  of  soil  and  groundwater 
contamination  at  the  Aircraft  Maintenance  Area  (AMA)  and 
the  former  Sanitary  Treatment  Plant  (STP)  are  not  fully 
defined. 

The  Army  should  ensure  that  the  text  clearly  indicate  that 
the  extent  of  contamination  is  not  fully  defined  at  the  AMA 
and  STP  but  due  to  the  unique  geologic  setting  the  extent 
of  contamination  is  thought  to  be  localized  in  extent. 

*Army  Response:  conour.  see  responses  to  specif lo  comments  #6 
and  #26. 

55.  Page  4-7.  The  text  discusses  adjacent  and  surrounding 
properties  but  does  not  provide  a  scaled  map  to  visually 
support  the  text. 

The  Army  should  provide  a  scaled  map  showing  all  adjacent 
and  surrounding  properties.  A  clear  property  boundary 
should  be  resented  on  the  scaled  map  for  all  identified 
parcels  presented  in  the  Report. 

Army  Response:  The  Army  non-concurs  with  the  requested  changes. 
The  Army's  position  on  this  comment  is  driven  by  the  requirements 
of  CERPA  (i.e.,  there  is  no  requirement  to  present  the 
information  as  requested)  and  liability  issues.  The  Army  must 
exercise  caution  when  depicting  adjacent  property  and 
environmental  concerns  on  adjacent  property  which  nay  threaten 
Army  property,  in  general,  the  Amy  has  chosen  to  limit  the 
aerial  extent  of  maps  included  in  the  CER7A  reports  to 
installation  BRAC  boundaries. 

56.  Pages  4-8  to  4-15.  The  text  discusses  contaminant  pathways 
from  off-site,  surrounding  properties,  and  adjacent 
properties,  but  does  not  consider  airborne  transport  and 
deposition.  While  this  pathway  may  not  be  significant,  it 
should  be  identified  and  discussed  and  directly  linked  to 
the  risk  assessment  presented  in  the  FEIR. 

The  Army  should  identify  the  airborne  pathway  and  discuss 
it  as  a  potential  contaminant  pathway. 


*ArBy  Raspona*!  Nonconcur.  Complying  with  this  comment  is 
problemmtio.  Airborne  transport  of  contaminanta  occur a  over  a 
Vida  area;  it  is  entirely  possible  that  some  level  of 
contamination  present  at  BAAV  is  not  only  from  off-site,  but  also 
from  out-of-state  and  even  out-of -country  sources.  For  example, 
there  is  abundant  evidence  pollution  and  radioactive  fallout  from 
sources  as  far  away  as  the  former  Soviet  Union  have  contaminated 
parts  of  the  U.8.  (AEG  can  proviu^  these  references  upon 
request.)  Additionally,  given  the  absence  of  a  "reportable 
quantity  trigger,"  even  microscopic  particles  of  hasardous 
substances  could  arguably  disqualify  entire  installations.  While 
ABC  does  not  believe  this  has  oooturred  at  BAAF,  we  similarly  do 
not  believe  this  is  the  result  Congress  intended  when  it  passed 
CERFA.  Programmatically,  however,  the  Army  has  identified  those 
oases  where  off-site  contamination  could  clearly  pose  an  airborne 
hasard  to  an  installation. 

57.  Page  4-16.  The  text  under  Section  4.3.2  (New  AREEs  on 
Adjacent  Properties)  appears  to  have  an  important 
typographical  error,  the  word  quality  should  be  qualify. 
Further,  it  appears  that  the  potential  for  surface  water 
runoff  containing  pest ''-ides  and/or  herbicides  from 
adjacent  agricultural  nds  has  not  been  adequately 
addressed. 

The  Army  she a Id  evaluate  and  correct  the  apparent  typographical 
error  if  appropriate  and  address  the  off-site  transport  of 
agricultural  related  chemicals  onto  HAAF. 

Army  Response:  Concur.  The  contractor  will  be  notified  to  address 
this  issue.  The  Army  notes  DTSC's  recognition  that  surface  water 
from  non-Army  or  DOD  property  may  be  impacting  the  level  of 
contamination  noted  and  suspected  at  HAAF.  This  raises  the  very 
important  question  of  liability  for  cleanup  of  contamination 
found  in  the  perimeter  drainage  ditch  at  HAAF,  and  at  the  outfall 
of  the  pump  houses  into  the  San  Pablo  Bay. 

58.  Page  4-18.  Section  4.5  (Remediation  Efforts)  states,  "Three 
incomplete  remedial  activities  have  been  conducted  on  the 
BRAC  Parcel".  However,  four  activities  are  presented  below 
the  quoted  text.  Further,  the  text  identifies  BRAC  Parcel 
instead  of  "airfield  BRAC  Parcel"  or  "Hospital  BRAC  Parcel" 
as  identified  on  Page  1-3  of  the  Report. 

The  text  should  be  consistent  in  terms  of  identifying 
parcels  and  identifying  remedial  actions. 

Army  Response:  Concur.  The  contractor  will  be  notified  to  address 
the  inconsistency.  See  response  to  specific  comment  #6. 

59.  Page  4-19.  Section  4.9  (BRAC  Parcels)  states,  "It  should  be 
noted  that  no  data  were  available  regarding  storm  sewers 
when  BRAC  parcels  were  designated.  This  data,  when 


completed  and  received,  could  change  the  designation  of 
some  areas  within  the  BRAC  Parcels  identified  on  the  maps 
^  in  Section  5.0."  Some  additional  parcels  on  Figure  5-1 

^  would  be  redesignated  as  currently  disqualified  because  of 

this  uncertainty.  Examples  of  the  storm  drain  uncertainty 
combined  with  extent  of  contamination  uncertainty  at  any 
site  suggest  that  parcels,  not  limited  to,  ;  39,32;  39,33; 
39,35;  38,34;  42,18;  29,25;  47  to  50  by  28  to  33;  18,16; 
and  37,14  be  disqualified.  We  have  used  standard  x-y 
nomenclature  for  identifying  the  presented  parcel 
designations . 

The  Army  should  show  the  uncertainty  with  the  extent  of 
contamination  associated  with  storm  sewers  on  Figure  5-1  by 
redesignating  appropriate  parcels. 


Army  Response:  The  Army  non-concurs  with  the  requested  changes. 

See  response  to  General  comment  #8. 

60.  Table  5-1.  Parcel  IQ-/A/L/RD  cannot  be  labeled  as  a  CERFA 
Qualified  parcel  when  CERCLA  hazardous  substances 
(Radionuclides)  are  released,  disposed  of,  or  stored  for 
greater  than  one  year. 

Army  Response:  Concur.  In  this  case  a  disposal  of  radionuclide¬ 
laden  equipment  occurred;  the  parcel  was  incorrectly  identified. 

The  parcel  will  be  relabelled  as  a  CERFA  Disqualified  Parcel. 

61.  Table  5-1.  Parcel  IQ-A(P)L  RD  cannot  be  labeled  as  a  CERFA 
Qualified  parcel  if  there  is  a  leaky  PCB  transformer  in 
Building  51,  as  noted  on  page  4-6  of  the  Report. 

Army  Response:  Concur.  The  report  will  be  changes  to  reflect 

this  parcel  as  "disqualified." 

62.  Appendix  B.  This  appendix  contains  portions  of  the 
Environmental!  Risk  Information  and  Imaging  Services  Report, 
but  has  no  explanation  of  the  acronyms  used  in  the  figures 
and  tables.  The  appendix  is  not  listed  in  the  main  Table  of 
Contents.  The  appendix  is  also  missing  Sections  IV,  V,  and 
VI,  as  listed  in  the  appendix's  Table  of  Contents. 

Please  define  the  acronyms  used  in  the  Report  to  aid  the 
readers.  Sections  IV,  V,  and  VI  should  be  included  in  the 
appendix  and  the  main  Table  of  Contents  should  include 
Appendix  B.  (RWQCB) 

Army  Response:  Concur.  The  contractor  will  be  Instructed  to  address 

the  noted  discrepancies. 

63.  Figure  5-1.  Communications  at  meetings  indicate  groundwater 
and  soil  contamination  found  in  approximate  coordinates  of  6 
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to  10  and  1  to  8  could  impact  BRAC  parcel. 

Any  Raapoasai  The  oontraotor  will  b*  inatruotad  to  contact  DTSC  in 
ragarda  to  thia  oouant.  Zf  information  axiata  upon  which  to 
diaqualify  paroala,  tha  Army  will  do  thia. 

64.  Figure  5-1.  Due  to  their  proximity  to  jet  fuel  lines,  the 
following  parcels  should  be  classified  as  CERFA 
Disqualified:  17,14;  19,15;  and  21,16.  Due  to  the  metal 

and  semi-volatile  organic  compound  contamination  of  the 
Wetlands  that  are  exposed  to  discharge  from  the  HAAF  storm 
drainage  system,  the  following  parcels  should  be  classified 
as  CERFA  Disqualified:  50,18;  50,19;  and  51,  15-19. 

Further,  a  number  of  Disqualified  parcels  should  be 
expanded  to  ensure  adequate  protection  from  the 
contamination  in  those  areas  (eg.  42,20;  37,15;  36,32  to 
35) . 

Due  to  the  large  extent  of  "Disqualified  Parcels"  mixed  in 
with  the  "CERFA  Parcels"  in  the  Northeastern  and 
Southeastern  portions  of  the  Airfield  BRAC  Parcel,  we 
suggest  that  these  entire  areas  be  considered  "CERFA 
Disqualified" . 

Army  Response:  The  Army  will  reevaluate  the  data  regarding  these 
parcels. 


Attachment  2 


California  Department  of  Health  Services'  Comments  on  the  Draft 
Community  Response  Facilitation  Act  (CERFA)  Report,  Hamilton  Army 
Airfield,  Novato,  California,  November  ],  1993. 


General  Comments: 

The  report  should  contain  a  glossary  of  acronyms. 

With  regard  to  radioactive  materials,  the  draft  CERFA  report  for 
Hamilton  Army  Airfield  (HAAF) ,  discusses  only  two  cites  [sic]:  (1) 
seven  buildings  associated  with  the  medical  facilities  of  the 
Hospital  Hill  BRAC  parcel,  and  (2)  a  former  burial  site  for  two 
containers  containing  low-level  radioactive  materials,  which  were 
removed  in  1988. 

The  discussion  of  radioactive  materials  is  extremely  limited.  The 
report  does  not  include  radioactive  materials  as  hazardous 
substance  that  need  to  be  addressed,  but  considers  them  to  be  "Non- 
CERCLA  relate  environmental,  hazard,  and  safety  issues'*.  It  is 
unclear  why  radionuclides  are  not  considered  hazardous  substances, 
but  are  instead  designated  as  "non-CERCLA"  in  this  report. 

Issues  related  to  the  presence  of  radioactive  material  are  a  major 
component  of  the  base  closure  process.  If  the  past  use  of 
radioactive  material  (including  radium-226)  and  its  disposal 
practices  are  not  addressed,  an  expeditious  transfer  of  military 
property  to  nonmilitary  uses  will  be  difficult. 

There  are  concerns  regarding  the  past  use,  storage,  and  disposal  of 
radioactive  material  that  need  to  be  addressed  in  identifying 
property  on  military  bases  that  can  be  released  from  military 
control.  This  belief  arise  [sic]  from  our  observations  of  the 
historical  use  of  radioactive  material  on  military  bases. 

For  example,  the  Department  of  the  Army's  Corps  of  Engineers 
distributed  to  its  regional  commands  a  memorandum  (dated  December 
8,  1993)  addressing  awareness  of  radioactive  materials  used  at 
Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  facilities.  That  memorandum  pointed  out 
that  the  DOD  has  issued  over  2800  different  types  of  instruments 
and  articles  containing  radioactive  materials,  and  that  radioactive 
contamination  may  exist  in  materials  in  base  supply  warehouses,  or 
in  shops  used  for  the  manufacture,  repair  or  maintenance  of  such 
articles.  The  memorandum  also  points  out  that  "during  the  1940s, 
1950s,  and  1960s,  on-base  burial,  sometimes  in  radioactive  waste 
disposal  cells  and  often  in  on-base  landfills,  was  a  reasonable  and 
acceptable  disposal  technique." 

It  also  points  out  a  number  of  radioactive  materials  that  may  be 
found  (or  may  have  been  found)  on  Army,  Navy  and  Air  Force 
facilities.  Under  the  facilities'  general  licenses  the  following 


nay  exist.,  or  may  have  existed: 

a.  Radium  dials  gauges,  and  illuminators.  This  is  by  far  the 
most  common  and  the  greatest  radioactive  health  and 
environmental  hazard  found  on  bases  and  includes  luminous 
aircraft  dials,  watch  dials,  weapons  sights,  and  compasses. 

b.  Deplete  uranium  (OU)  used  in  armor  and  armor  piercing 
weapons.  (DU  was  also  used  in  aircraft  wings  as  a  counter¬ 
balance.  ) 

c.  Tritium  used  in  illuminators,  especially  self-illuminating 
exit  signs. 

d.  Thorium  used  in  lenses  and  glass,  and  in  mag-thorium 
metal  used  for  machine,  aircraft  and  in  rocket  parts.  (Also, 
thoriated  tungsten  welding  rods.) 

e.  Where  the  base  includes  a  hospital,  tritium  and  carbon-14 
used  in  liquid  scintillation  counting.  Note  that  most  liquid 
scintillation  counting  fluids  contain  xylene  or  toluene  which 
are  hazardous  wastes. 

f.  Washdown  racks  for  aircraft  used  for  flybys  of  nuclear 
tests  have  been  found  to  contain  radioactive  fission 
products,  uranium  and  plutonium. 

Under  Army,  Navy  and  Air  Force  facilities'  specific  licenses,  the 
following  may  be  or  have  been  present; 

a.  Calibration  sources  for  radiation  survey  meters. 

b.  Hospital  radiation  therapy  sources. 

c.  Radiography  sources. 

d.  Some  Storage  tank  level  detectors. 

e.  Certain  oil  probes. 

We  have  also  found  that  many  times  radioactive  materials  are  not 
considered  by  contractors  with  expertise  in  hazardous  materials  as 
within  their  bailiwick,  so  in-depth  review  of  the  use,  storage  and 
disposal  of  radioactivity  may  be  omitted  from  the  contractors 
efforts. 

We  have  also  found  that  the  process  often  Ignores  experts  that  are 
available  within  a  specific  military  branch.  Information  about  the 
use  of  radioactive  material  could  be  obtained  not  only  from 
interviews  with  past  Radiological  Safety  Officers  and  employees, 
but  also  from  radiation  experts  associated  with  the  various  service 
branches.  These  Include:  the  Air  Force's  Armstrong  Laboratory  at 
Bro  ks  Air  Force  Base  in  Texas;  the  Army's  Environmental  Hygiene 
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Agency  at  the  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland;  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  in  Omaha,  Nebraska;  and  the  Navy's  Radiological  Affairs 
Support  Office  in  Yorktown,  Virginia. 


Documents  regarding  the  use,  storage,  and  disposal  of  radioactive 
material  are  often  not  being  reviewed  by  contractors.  For  example, 
specific  licenses  from  the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission  (NRC) ,  DOD 
permits  Issued  to  facilities,  and  documentation  generated  by  a 
facility's  radiation  safety  program  all  have  information  that  is 
needed  to  describe  the  historic  presence  of  radioactive  material  on 
a  military  base. 

Finally,  we  have  found  that  naturally  occurring  radioactive 
material,  in  particular  radium->226,  is  often  not  considered  to  be 
"radioactive  material."  However,  it  is  of  concern  from  a  public 
health  and  environmental  protection  standpoint,  and  does  need  to  be 
addressed  in  base  closures  and  property  transfer.  Radium-226,  as 
mentioned  above,  was  widely  used  throughout  DOD  facilities  in  a 
variety  of  comm<^ltles  and  practices. 

We  believe  that  the  CERFA  documents  do  need  to  address  the  wide  use 
of  radioactive  material  associated  with  typical  military  functions. 
We  believe  that  it  would  be  unusual  for  a  military  base  not  to  have 
had  on-site  some  presence  of  radium-226  containing  dials,  knobs, 
and  gauges,  or  facilities  that  repaired  equipment  that  contained 
radium-226  or  other  radionuclides.  If  no  radioactive  materials 
containing  radium-226  or  other  radionuclides  were  used,  repaired, 
stored,  or  disposed  of  on  site  then  this  historical  non-use  should 
be  included  in  the  reports  on  the  facility,  with  appropriate 
documentation  and  concurrence  from  knowledgeable  and  responsible 
base  authorities. 

No  mention  of  the  kinds  of  materials  or  uses  itemized  by  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  in  its  memorandum  discussed  above  leads  the 
reviewer  to  conclude  that  the  issue  of  radioactivity  on  the 
facility  was  not  [sic]  considered  in  an  appropriately  thorough 
manner . 

*Army  Response:  See  response  to  comment  #40,  above. 

Specific  comments: 

Page  2-5  through  2-7  able  2-l  List  of  Personnel  Interviewed,  and 
Page  2-8  Interviews:  No  mention  is  made  of  interviews  with  past 
Radiation  Safety  Officers,  nor  with  personnel  from  the  Department 
of  the  Army  Environmental  Hygiene  Agency.  Because  of  the  nature  of 
HAAF's  mission,  information  from  the  Air  Force's  radiologic  experts 
at  Brooks  Air  Force  Base  might  be  pertinent.  The  x-ray  technician 
interviewed  may  have  had  knowledge  of  the  medical /dental  clinic, 
but  it  seems  unlikely  that  he  would  have  had  experience  in  the  use 
of  radiologic  material  in  aircraft  repair  and  maintenance,  or  in 
the  disposal  of  such  material.  HAAF's  radiation  safety  officer  and 
health  physics  technicians  would  have  been  involved  in  the  broader 
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use  of  radioactive  material  on  HAAF. 


*Army  Responses  8ss  response  to  general  oonnent  #ll  and  specif io 
oonnent  #40,  above.  Additionally,  the  Amy  has  undertaken  a  reviev 
of  Amy  Bnvironnental  Bygiene  Agency  (ABBA)  archives  as  requested 
by  the  reviewer.  Zn  the  case  of  BAA7,  Brooks  APB  will  also  be 
oontaoted  to  detemine  if  radiological  issues  beyond  those 
encountered  during  the  CBRPA  investigation  exist. 

Page  2-5  through  2-7  able  2-1  List  of  Personnel  Interviewed  and 
Page  2-8  Interviews:  No  mention  is  made  of  interviews  with  Army 
personnel  who  would  have  been  familiar  with  HAAF's  required 
licenses  for  the  use  of  radioactive  materials.  Knowledge  of  any 
such  licenses  would  be  with  the  NRC,  or  its  precursor,  the  Atomic 
Energy  Commission. 

*Amy  Responset  The  Amy  has  undertaken  additional  records  reviev 
at  the  ABBA  and  at  Brooks  APB.  This  records  review  is  focusing,  in 
part,  on  MRC  licenses.  The  results  of  this  reviev  will  bo  detailed 
in  the  CBRPA  report. 

Page  2-10  Radon:  Were  the  prior  surveys  and  investigations  of  radon 
for  residential  buildings  only,  or  did  they  include  other 
buildings?  What  is  the  documentation  for  these  surveys  and 
investigations? 

*Amy  Response:  The  text  will  be  expanded  to  include  the  requested 
information,  where  known. 

Page  2-10  Radioactive  Material  Storage  or  Use:  Did  the  document 
reviews  and  record  searches  used  to  identify  the  past  and  present 
use,  storage,  and  disposal  of  radioactive  material  include 
documents  and  records  from  the  Army's  Environmental  Hygiene  Agency, 
or  other  Department  of  Army  or  Department  of  Defense  organizations? 
What  were  the  documents  reviewed  and  the  sources  of  information? 

*Amy  Response:  In  response  to  this  comment  the  Amy  has  undertaken 
additional  records  review  as  discussed  above.  Relevant  information 
will  be  included  in  the  CBRPA  report  for  BAAP  and  all  other  Amy 
BRAC  installations  to  which  CBRPA  applies. 

Page  2-10  Radioactive  Material  Storage  or  Use:  Visual  inspection, 
as  is  mentioned  for  radon  on  the  same  page,  is  not  effective  in 
detecting  or  monitoring  radioactivity.  Did  any  monitoring,  using 
appropriate  radiation  detection  equipment,  take  place  in  any  of  the 
facilities  mentioned  in  the  report  where  radio  activity  may  have 
been  used  (such  as  Hospital  Hill),  or  in  any  of  the  aircraft 
maintenance  facilities,  where  radioactive  materials  may  have  been 
present?  Is  there  documentation? 

*Amy  Response:  The  text  will  be  expanded  to  Include  the  requested 
information,  where  known. 
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Page  3-1  General  Background:  That  HAAF  was  used  for  maintenance  and 
repair  of  various  types  of  aircraft  from  the  1930' s  through  the 
1960's  suggests  that  there  would  have  been  radioactive  material 
these  facilities.  It  is  highly  likely  that  dials,  gauges,  and/or 
knobs  containing  radium-22  would  have  been  present  in  those 
aircraft,  and  that  Instruments  containing  radioactive  components 
would  have  been  repaired  or  otherwise  utilized.  Painting  operations 
using  luminescent  paint  containing  radium-226  took  place  in  many 
military  facilities.  Did  such  activities  occur  at  HAAF?  If  they  did 
not,  where  was  HAAF's  equipment  sent  when  it  needed  maintenance  and 
repair? 

*Arm7  Response:  The  text  will  be  expanded  to  include  the  requested 
information,  where  known. 

Page  3-2  3.1.1  Past  Activities  Aircraft  Maintenance:  See  above 
comment.  If  there  were  radioactive  instruments  or  components 
associated  with  aircraft  maintenance,  was  all  the  radioactivity 
disposed  of  in  the  two  cylinders  in  the  low-level  radioactive  waste 
burial  site?  On  some  bases,  radium-2  6  containing  knobs,  dials,  and 
gauges  were  disposed  of  in  landfills.  If  radium-226  paint  was 
resent,  how  was  it  disposed  of?  Was  Ground  Control  Approach  (CGA) 
radar  used  or  repaired  at  HAAF?  GCA  had  trailers  filled  with 
radioliiminescent  components . 

*Army  Response:  The  text  will  be  expanded  to  include  the  requested 
information,  where  known. 

Page  3-4  3.  1.1  Past  activities  Landfill  Operation:  Were  the  low- 
level  radioactive  materials  mentioned  in  the  first  paragraph  of 
this  sentence  only  those  that  were  in  the  two  corrugated-metal 
cylinders  mentioned  two  paragraphs  later?  Did  those  two  cylinders 
contain  all  the  radioactive  materials  used  on  the  base?  When  did 
the  practice  of  cylinder  disposal  and  biurial  begin?  Could 
radioactive  materials  have  been  disposed  of  in  landfills  prior  to 
the  practice  of  cylinder  disposal?  Is  there  a  list  of  documents 
pertinent  to  this  site? 

*Arm7  Response:  The  text  will  be  expanded  to  include  the  requested 
information,  where  known. 

Page  3-5  3.  I.l  Past  Activities,  Medical  Activities:  If  radioactive 
materials  were  used  in  the  course  of  medical  activities,  as  is 
suggested  in  4.4.6  Radionuclides.  How  were  they  disposed  of?  Were 
radiation  safety  programs  of  the  medical  facility  and  the  base 
separate,  or  were  they  under  the  same  office  at  HAAF?  Was  there  an 
incinerator  used  on  base?  Were  the  licenses  for  radioactive 
materials  for  HAAF  reviewed,  and  what  did  they  indicate? 

*Army  Response:  The  text  will  be  expanded  to  include  the  requested 
information,  where  known. 

Page  3-6  3.1.2  Current  Activities  Airfield  BRAC  Parcel  Building  84: 


see  commentm  above  regarding  aircraft  naintenance  shops.  Were  any 
radiologic  surveys  for  radioactive  contamination  performed  in  such 
maintenance  shops  prior  to  changing  their  use? 

*hrmiy  Kespoaset  The  text  will  be  expanded  to  iaolude  the  requested 
informat lorn#  where  known. 

Page  3>7  3.1.2  Current  Activities  Hospital  Hill  BRAC  Parcel 
Building  511:  What  kinds  of  medical  instruments  ar  present  that  may 
contain  radionuclides?  Were  any  radioactive  materials  present  in 
any  of  the  other  buildings  or  storage  facilities  associated  with 
the  medical  facilities? 

*Army  Response:  The  text  will  be  expanded  to  include  the  requested 
information,  where  known. 

Page  4-2  4.1  Previously  Identified  AREE  East  Levee  Landfill:  Is  the 
Amy  confident  that  no  radioactive  material,  including  radiun-‘226, 
was  disposed  of  at  this  site?  Is  there  documentation  that  would 
support  such  a  position,  and  concurrence  by  qualified  and 
responsible  DOD  personnel? 

*Army  Response:  The  Army  is  confident,  based  on  sampling  and 
analysis  data,  that  no  radioactive  material  was  disposed  of  at  this 
site.  The  text  will  be  expanded  to  include  the  requested 
information. 

Page  4-2  4.1  Previously  Identified  AREE  Aircraft  Maintenance  Area: 
See  earlier  comments  regarding  radioactive  materials  in  aircraft 
Instrumentation  and  equipment. 

•Amy  Response:  See  earlier  response. 

Page  4-3  4.1  Previously  Identified  AREE  Fomer  Radiological 
Disposal  Site:  Was  this  the  disposal  site  for  all  radioactive 
material  at  HAAF?  Is  there  supporting  documentation,  and 
concurrence  by  qualified  and  responsible  DOD  personnel? 

•Amy  Response:  The  text  will  be  expanded  to  include  the  requested 
Information,  where  known. 

Page  4-9  4. 3. 1.2  Surrounding  Property  .  .  .  :  Were  any  of  the 
facilities  nearby  involved  in  the  repair  or  maintenance  of  aircraft 
equipment  that  would  have  contained  radioactive  material? 

•Amy  Response:  The  text  will  be  expanded  to  include  the  requested 
information,  where  known. 

Page  4-11  4. 3. 1.3  Adjacent  Property  ...  Landfill  26:  Is  the  Amy 
confident  that  no  radioactive  material,  including  radium-226,  was 
disposed  of  at  this  site?  Is  there  docmentation  that  would  support 
such  a  position,  and  concurrence  by  qualified  and  responsible  DOD 
personnel? 
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Pag*  4-11,  4. 3. 1.3  Adjacent  Property  .  .  .  Hangar  Row:  Han  any  of 
the  hazardoun  naterial/wante  ntored  in  vacant  hangars  radioactive? 
Here  any  of  the  paintn  stored  between  Hangars  A  and  B  radium- 
containing  paints? 

•Any  Response t  The  text  will  be  expanded  to  include  the  requested 
intonation,  where  known. 

Page  4-17,  4.4.6  Radionuclides:  Hhat  kinds  of  radioactive  materials 
were  utilized  in  these  buildings?  Hhat  kinds  of  radionuclides  are 
present  in  x-ray  equipment?  The  NRC-issued  licenses  would  provide 
some  answers  to  these  questions. 

•Any  Response:  The  text  will  be  expanded  to  include  the  requested 
information,  where  known.  Znfomtion  gleaned  from  AERA  and  Brooks 
APB  will  be  included  as  appropriate. 

Page  4-17  4.4.6  Radionuclides:  Over  what  time  frame  were  the 
cylinders  used  for  disposal  of  radioactive  wastes?  Has  there  other 
disposal  prior  to  use  of  the  cylinders?  Hhat  is  the  documentation 
for  the  disposal  practices? 

•Any  Response:  The  text  will  be  expanded  to  include  the  requested 
information,  where  known. 

Page  4-18  4.5  Remediation  Efforts  Radiological  Disposal  Site:  The 
two  burled  cylinders  used  for  low-level  radioactive  waste  disposal 
were  reportedly  removed  in  1988  and  transported  where?  Hhat  is  the 
documentation  regarding  their  removal,  transfer,  and  disposal?  Here 
there  radiologic  surveys  don  at  the  site?  If  so,  what  did  they 
indicate?  Hhat  is  the  documentation? 

•Any  Response:  The  text  will  be  expanded  to  include  the  requested 
information,  where  known. 

Editorial  suggestions:  'Hangar"  is  sometimes  spelled  incorrectly. 
The  contraction  "it's"  (for  "it  is")  is  often  used  incorrectly  for 
the  possessive  pronoun  "its". 

•Any  Response:  These  corrections  have  already  been  made. 

4.4.6  Radionuclides .  How  were  they  disposed  of?  Here  radiation 
safety  programs  of  t 
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a' 
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□ 
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Former  Building 

Storm  Drain 

Study  Area  Currently 
Under  Investigation 

Hazardous  Substance  Storage  or 
Waste  Accumulation  Area 

Underground  Storage  Tank 
Above  Ground  Storage  Tank 
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CERFA  Disqualified 
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PARCEL  LABEL  DEFINITIONS 

13P~/A/L 

CIZ - A  -  ASBESTOS 

L  »  LEAD-BASED  PAINT 
P  -  PCB 
R  -  RADON 

X  -  UNEXPLODED  ORDNANC 
RD  -  RADIONUCUOES 
PR  -  PEIROLEUM  RELEASE 
PS  -  PETROLEUM  STORAGE 
HR  -  HAZARDOUS  SUBSTAf 
HS  -  HAZARDOUS  SUBSTAI 
(P)  «  POSSIBLE  QUAUFIER 

- P  »  CERFA  PARCa 

Q  «  CERFA  PARCEL  RITH  C 
D  >  CERFA  DISQUAUFIED  P 
E  -  CERFA  EXaUOED  PAR( 


PARCEL  NUMBER 
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CERFA  Disqualified  Parcel 

CERFA  Excluded  Parcel 


PARCEL  LABEL  DEFINITIONS 

13P-/A/L 

I - - A  -  ASBESTOS 

L  «  UEAO-BASEO  PAINT 
P  -  PCB 
R  -  RADON 

X  -  UNEXPLODED  ORDNANCE 

RD  -  RADiONUCUDES 

PR  -  PETROLEUM  RELEASE 

PS  -  PETROLEUM  STORAGE 

HR  -  HAZARDOUS  SUBSTANCE  RELEASE 

HS  «  HAZARDOUS  SUBSTANCE  STORAGE 

(P)  -  POSSIBLE  QUALIRER 

-  P  -  CERFA  PARCEL 

Q  «  CERFA  PARCEL  VMTH  QUAUnER(S) 

D  -  CERFA  DISQUAURED  PARCa 
E  -  CERFA  EXaUOED  PARCa 

- PARCEL  NUMBER 


Source:  CERFA  Investigation,  April  1994 
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FIGURE  5-2 

Tract  Map,  Hamilton  Army  Airfield, 
Novato,  California 
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SUMMARY  OF  ACQUISITI 


A  C  R  E  A  G 


927.425 


TRACT  REGISTER  OF  ACOUISIT 


tract! 

!  I 


LAND  OWNER 


I 

_FEt_ 


I  A  HOUSING  8  HOME  FINANCE  AGENCY 

\  B  HOUSING  a  home  financl  agency 

I  JULIA  C.  BODKIN 

'  '  2  I  CALIFORNIA  PACKING  C0R(^. 

L- - i - ^ - 

3  COUNTY  OF  MARIN 


_ A  C  R  E  A_ 

TRANS"!  LEASE  j  EAS 


23.56 


I  '  15.3!  , 

- 


4  I 


CALIFORNIA  PACKING  COPP.  AND 


55.00 


253.10 


>  2.81 


123.77 


RE-D  63  7 


^ _ ‘STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

5  califcrnia  packing  corp 

7  Inohthwesterh  pacific 

railroad  company 

fc. - - - ■  I  ■  —  — 

.  Northwestern  pacific 

RAILPCAO  COMPANY _ 

-  (northwestern  pacific 

...  railroad  company  _ 

I  .Northwestern  pacific 

'railroad  company 

p, - ^ - _ 

I  32  PiNE  AND  company,  etol 


II'E  PINE  AND  COMPANY,  et  al 
12  ESTATE  OFMANUEL  T  PIMENTAL,efol  | .  74 


I  13  ,  PACIFIC  GAS  a  ELECTRr  CUM><NY 

I 

,4  state  Of  CALIFORNIA 
_ OIVI^N  OF  highways 

NuRTHWEGTEhN  PACIPIC 
:  _  '  RAILROAD  COMPAN Y 

NORTHWESTERN  H4CIPlC~ 


I 


■r - - 


f  OF  acquisition’  as  of  I  JULY  1940 


927.425 


0  .535 


SEE  AREA  DEPICTED  WITHIN  FEATHERED 
PERIMETER 


;ISTER  OF  ACQUISITION  AFTER  I  JULY  1940 


TRANS 


23.56 


C  R  E  A  _G  E _  T 

^  LEASE  i  EASW  tHliCENSE  I  PERMI  tI 


REMARKS 


55.00 


53.10 


23,77 


I  L«rt*r  Trorr'er  dottd  29  At.ril  1948.  Includes  0j023 
jc  fomerl/cowcred  by  permit  doted  14  Oct.'dZ  .e'S^ver 

Letter  Tronsfer  duted  29  April  1948.  Includes  3i4ac. 
formerly  cowered  by  peririt  doted  24  April  1943 


‘  direct  purchase 

NO 


NOV.  1943  FOR  SLIDE  ANGLE 


CLEARANCE 


0.156 


!  0.026 


0.058  I 


81.28 


!  177.97 


j  FORMER-Y  SMOtVN  AS  LOT  F  A  POHTON  TR  IO  IN 
0/T  (CIVIL  ACTION  NC.  22190-R) _ _ 

FORMERLY  SHOWN  AS  TRACT  I  IN  0/T  (CIVIL 
action  no  22540- R  I 


DIRECT  PURCHASE.  FORMERLY  KNOVKN  AS  TRACT 
I  1  OF  RUNWAY  EXTENSION _ 

I  AGf^MENT  W-868  ENG  -  4 400, DATED  26  MAY ‘42 
;  FOR  RAILROAD  CROSSING  R/W. 

7  AGREEMENT  W-04-I93-ENG  - 5368,  DATED  22  NOV. 

I  1944.  FOR  O’*  SEWER  LINE  R/W. 

:  LICENSE  W-2972- ENG* 998, DATED  27  OCT  1942. 
FOR  RAlwROAC  CROSSING  K/W. 

T  AGREEMENT  DATED  12  APRIL  1944.  FOR 
i  PEDESTRIAN  CVERPASS  _ 

Formerly  o  portion  of  Tr.  12  j«  held  under  leoee  W-04-I93  EN(} 
3220  and  condeini\ed  by  (  Ci«.  No.  32013)  0/T  No.l,  filed 
22  Jon 54  and  emend  by  !>/TNt..2,fiied  i9  Nor  56. _ 

Formerly  opoftvn  of  T'.iio»  ncid  under  leose  W04  I93ENG  3220 
.ond  condemned  by  (Civ  No.  32013)  0/T  No.l,filed  22  Jon  54 

.1. _ -  ....  AA 

IFormerly  o  pornon  of  Tr.  12  os  held  under  Icoit  W04't93  ENG  3220, 
end  condemned  by  ICi«Nc.32JI3)  C/Tnc.I, filed  22  Jon  54  end 
lomen'd  by  0/T  No  2,  filed  19  No*  56.  _ 


eeweCTut.  cnscMtNT  Wkrt  r,  *ht«  >e.'N  nonr.CN  ce 

!  At*A  nwMem.T  usocn  wt  .'.ts  c.c  «.•§ ,  *  .  4-143  t-ts  'no, 

e eno.  SIM  e  .LAjcHCkO  crN'ru'. .  tVT  h  i  a 
•  fCIVIl  fi.  tLCM)  /■» 


i 

r-  -  -  -* 


NC  AREA  I 

] - j— —  - 

Inc  area  ' 


fCivii  mi.  _  _  _ 

license  DATED  29  MARCH  1945  FOR  USE  OF 
POWER  LINE  POLE. 


ENCROACHMENT  PERMIT  E-40985  DATED  II  JAN  1946 
FOR  sidewalk  R/W. 


INC  AREA 


j  permit  W 04. 193  eng.  4007  OATEO  27  APRIL  1944 
;  FOR  UNOERGROUNP  CABLE  R/W 


iNO  AREA 


LICENSE  W-  3460 -ENG.  560  OATEO  2l  OCT  1942 


IT  HE  RED 


PROJECT ( 
SITE 


Includes  0j02  3 
Oct '42  ,e’*S»*«r 

Includes  3 'doc. 
April  1943 


SLIDE  ANGLE 


ON  TR  IO  IN 


/TtCIVIL 


IN  AS  TRACT 


EO  26  MAT '42 


I,  DATED  22  NOV. 


4  7 
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STATE 
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CALIFORNIA 


MARIN _ 


DIVISION  .  — south  pacific 
DISTRICT _ - _ SACRAMENT 


ARMY  AREA 


6  TH 


LOCATH^  of  PROJEa 

5  MILES  N  OF  SAN  RAFAfit^  . 


17  OCT  1942. 


MILES- _ OF 


«scW-04-l93  ENG 
3)  0/T  No.l,  Tiled 
i9  Nov  S6. 


V-- 


•  .  ^  e»  •  »» 


VICINITY  MAP 


TRANSPORTATION  FACILITII 


.  RAILROADS-  NPRTHV«^STERN_  PACIFIC.  _ 


STATE  ROADS 


FEDERAL  ROADS _ JQi 


AIR  LINES 


AUDITED 


U.  S.  ARMY 


FINAL^  _ 

PROJECT  MAP 

DEPT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE _ 

USING  -<^FR\/irP  AIR  DEFENSE  COMMAND _ 

STATE  _ -  _„.C,AyFORNl  A _ 

COUNTY _ MARM _ 

DIVISION  south  pacific 

DISTRICT _ _ _ §ACRAM£NJQ _ 

ARMY  AREA _  .6.T.H  _ 

/  , 

LOCAHl^  OF  PROJEQ 

•  '  ^  * 

5  miles  N  of  SAN  RAFA^£^  . 

-  MILES..  OF  . 

TRANSPORTATION  FACILITIES 

RAILROADS-  NORTHWESTERN.  PACIFIC. _ 

STATE  ROADS _ * - - —  T 

FEDERAL  ROADS — JOj - 

AIR  LINES _ - _  .  -  . 


AUDITED 


c 


s 


j 


i  12  I  ESTATE  OF  MANUEL  T  PIMENTALjetdl 


12- E  ' 


"1 - 

1  13 

1 

WCIPIC  GAS  a  ELECT^I'  COM-<.NY 

14 

state  OF  CALIFORNIA 

DIVISION  OF  HIGHAIATS 

I 

1 

NunTHWtjTExN  PACIFIC 

RAiLKOAO  COMPANY 

NORTHWESTERN  WiCIFlC 

RAILROAD  COMPANY 

' 

19 

riCRTfiWESTERN  PACIFIC 

RAILROAD  COMPANY 

NORTHWESTERN  PACIFIC 

RAILROAD  COMPANY 

20 

NORTHWESTERN  PACIFIC 
RAILROAD  COMPANY 

'  21 

NORTHWESTERN  PACIFIC 

Railroad  company 

/  29 

MARIN  COUNTY  ABSTRACT  CC. 

:  30 

STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

51 


STATE  OF  CA-lFOWMIA 


r 


:  ,00.1  :  NORTHWESTERN  PACIFIC 

)i  ^  i  railroad  company 


o  ponton  otTr.l2a«  h«M  ««4«r  Imm  w 


NC  AREA 


POWrTUAI.  CnSCMCNT  >C*  S»ti  Ti  *htA  »A. ’A  1 1- .»•  i«  ^  r.CN  tr 
I  AittA  n«MtALY  UHOCn  i-f  ••IlS  A.A-nl  t’.«  t4j  t  ftS  ’  i 

fM6.  »tis  •  .t AStHC,.o  crn-tw*. .  Ut  h  \  y. 

cwtl  AAi  «LLH» 


LICCNSC  MTEO  29»<ARCH  194  5  FOR  USE  OF 
POWER  LINE  POLE. 


ENCROACHMENT  PERMIT  £-40985  DATED  II  JAN  1946 
N-  AREA  ^  SIDEWALK  R/W. 


INC  AREA 


^  AREA 
NO  AREA 
NC  ARE'A 


i  0.093 

I 


NO  Af-.EA 


i  PERMIT  W  04 -193  EN6.  4007  OATCD  27APRIL  1944 
FOH  UNOENGROONn  CABLE  R/W 


LICENSE  W-  3460  -  ENG.  560  DATED  21  OCT  1942 
'  FOR  8“  WATER  LINE  R/W. _ 

LICENSE  W- 3460-ENG  560  DATED  21  OCT  ,942 
.  FOR  6“  WATER  LINE  R/W 

^LICENSE  W- 3460- ENG  560  DATED  2 1  OCT  1942? 
FOR  6"  WATER  LINE  R/W 


LICENSE  W- 86 8 -ENG 4400, DATED  26  MAY  1942. 
FOR  RAILROAD  CROSSING  R/W 


LICENSE  SFRE-  47, DATED  lO  APRIL  1950 
FOR  multiple  Clay  duct. 


leasehold  CONDEMN. a'T  Kul  (CIVIL  NO  32013) 


leasehold  CoN'jEMN,  D/T  NO.KCIVIL  no.  32013). 


LEASEHOLD  CONDEMN,  D/T  NO.I  (CIVIL  NC.  32013). 


LICENSE  DATED  14  SEP  1962.  FOR  COMMUNICATION 

cable  R/W 


£i  A  Title  *0  8i  28  9C  Eosmt  revn'«4  mformet  own#r  by  ^/J  (Civil  32013)  (tied  I  Au^ST. 
Pottiot  reacquired  OJ  portion  Tr  I04E 

^  T III*  to  17 1 4 toe  Eoyn't  'evented  m  former  owner  by  F/J  (CwiI  32013) filed  l6Moy  66 . 
Po'ticn  reacquired  o$  portion  Tr.  103 E. 

•includes  a  perpetual  EASI^  ,  0.26  AC.  FOR  lO"  SEWER  LINE 


^^0  407  Act# 
1940  nidtgpd 

■^’’O  2 Sa  Acred 
.  tS-vO  ditryed 

***0  470  Acrtl 
Armdei^IVlor  . 
AcquiWticn  at 

•*^9^  Acred  Pr 
Reocewired  m 


ACQUISITI 


RED 

539 

WE-0 

741 (G« 

nF-O 

773(Gi 

RF-0 

832 

RF-2 

Unouni.l 

rvE-D 

852  A 

.F-L 

2C78  (( 

R^  -D 

2078 Al 

concvls  REH 

RE-D 

2781 

SEGMENT  INDEX 


f 


M.aM. 


NOTE  : 

NOT  KCUJOEO  IN  TOTALS  : 

^''^0  407  ikcrtt  LMS«d  Acquirad  fripr  To  h  Jut« 
1940  mofgod  witn  Tract  C~iOO 

^^0  2SO-Acrct  Lcosad  Acquired  Pr^or  To  lJuly 
.  i9-*0  ciorqod  •irn  Ft*  Aequim*i0i  of  Trocts4aS. 

470  Acres  o*  I.M#  Acres  Lester  Interests 
Aoqid«i4Atlor .  To  I  July  1940  merged  •ftn  Fee 
Acqjiaitice  ef  Troet  9. 

9^  Acres  Prior  I  July  1940  Loose  dieoosed  of  end 
Weecqwired  ee  eoem:t  Tr.905E 

ACQUISITION  AUTHORIZATION 
RL-0  539  -  doted  t£  donuory  1942 

HL~D  74i{G«n.)  dated  3  April  i942 

^E-D  773(Gea)  doted  10  Ap'-H  iV42 

RE  0  952  doted  25  April  1942 

RE-0  Unnur7i.(GwUdOte3  .-23  Scpt«ne«r  1942 
mE-D  852  a  doted  .25 OtKiembrr  i942 
'.E'L  2C7B  (Gen.) doted  ll  Donwory  1943 
Rl-  0  2078A(G«rJdoteJ  30  August  1943 

conceit  RE-0  2078  (Gea) 

RE  *0  2781  doted  29  December  1943 


RAILROADS-  NORTHt^STXRfcL. PACIFIC 


II 


STATE  ROADS _ L 


FEDERAL  ROADS _ JQi 


AIR  LINES 


AUDITED 

ACQUISITION 

TOTAL  ACRES  ACQUIRED- 


ORIGINAL  ACQUISITION  PRIOR  I  JUU'40 
ACRES  FEE 


'  ;aCRES  leased  TO  W.  D.  — _ ZJ^ 

*'*^CRES  LESSER  INTERESTS _ IS* 


ACQUISITION  AFTER  1 001X4940 
ACRES  FEE^-: _ _ _ ^ _ (  Q26.0j 


ACRES  tRANSF’D  TO  W.D. 
ACRES  LEASED  TO  W.D. 


38.8i 


48.61 


ACRES  LEASER  INTERESTS - 
-  ^  9  Licenses. 

.. ..  5  Licen^. 

4  Permits. 


No  Are 


0.41 


No  An 


15  Eoeemente _ 474.6 


DISPOSAL 


TOTAL  ACRES  DISPOSED  OF. 
ACRES  SOLD - .  . 

#  t 

I 
I 

ACRES  TRANSFERRED _ 


50.66 


ACRES  LEASES  TERMINATED. 


48.67 


ACRES  LESS.  INTS.  TERMINATED  EAS.I4)  259.74 


PER  (2)  NOAREi 


ACRES  REASSIGNED _ 

PRIOR  1940  -EAS. 


1.50 


ACRES  MERGED ~ 


»» 

1 1 


I  Lesser  Int.  Acquired  Prior  I  «lul.  *40 


4? 


2  Leosed'  Acquisition  R^ior  I  Jul.  ^0 

LEGEND 


EXCEPT  FOR  THE  SPEGAL  STMIOLS  SHOWN  BaOW  Ml 
SYMBOLS  ARE  STANDARD  IN  ARMY  .MAP  SERVI 


ACRES  TRANSF  0  TO  W.  O _ 

ACRES  LEASED  TO  W.Oi  - 
ACRES  ,  LEASER  INTERESTS - 

A  Licenses _ 

'  5  LicensM 

4  Ririnits. _ 

IS  Eosements. 

DISPOSAL 


No  Afeo 
474.66 


TOTAL  ACRES  DISPOSED  OF. 


50.66 


ACRES  SOLO - 


ACRES  TRANSFERRED 


ACRES  LEASES  TERMINATED. 


48.67 


ACRES  LESS.  INT*S.  TERMINATED  _EAS.(6)  259.74 

PER  (2)  NO  AREA 


ACRES  REASSIGNED _ _ _  — . 

PRIOR  1940  .EAS. 

ACRES  MERGED- 

*^1  Leeeer  Int.  Acquired  Prior  I  «lui.'40 
*  *2  Leoeed-  Acquisition  Prior  I  duL  40 

LEGEND 


.410 


*  *  '* 
EXCEPT  FOR  THE  SPCOAL  STMIOLS  SHOWN  BaOW  MAP 
STHSOLS  ARE  STANDARD  M  ARMY  .MAP  SERVICE 


TERMINATED 
31  MAR  73 
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Rafael 
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fDXo^C/l^ 
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/ 


'/  'y/y^ 


,i 


''/y'/y  y/z' 

;.  FEE.  22a  AC.  EAS.  THAHSTEAFEO  TO  ^Z  //  )\'  /  ^/ y . 
EPT.  dF  AFMY  BV  MEMORANDUM  OTO  01  ^CiTZyiZ/  ///  / , 

FEE  TRANSFERRED  TO  THE  U  S.  COAST  GKikno^ Z  ^ y  ' 
TO  15  FEB  94  EFFECTIVE  01  OCT  83  A  / y / y 


'  y  ^\  I 

<'AZ 


-'ll.-' 


AC  FEE,  047  AC.  EAS. (RAFAEL  V^LASE)  TRANSFERRED^  ^ 
E  DEPT.  OF  NAVY  BY  MEMORANDUM  OTO  0«  JUL  74  \ 

50  19  .iC  TRANSFEREO  TOOEPT  QP  The  INTERIOR 
^  24  APR'L  1961. 

f:~T.~d  6.548  AC  TRANS^'EREO  TO  0£PT.  OF  STATE  I  JULY  1980 


77777^  80.1  AC.  ^EE  TR/:,3‘"ERRED  FROM  THE  DEPT.  OF  THE  AIR  FOHCF.  ■; 0  T HF  OFF'T  OF  ThE  NAVY  BYMEM.'RAN 
I :!‘ i'll  A  FOR  THE  SECRETARY  OF  THE  NAVY  DTD  5  MAY  /O  EPFECTi/E  IT  JAN' "G.  ACCEPTED  ON  29  SFp  7C 

'/y  ^•‘^5AC.  fee  transferred  f  ■(  JM  THE  DE^T  OF  T-'E  :.!R  FORCE  TO  THE  Of.PY  qf  thE  ARMY  6  F  M^MCH- 

//Z,/\  ANDUM  FOR  the  SECRETARY  OF  THE  ARMY  DTD  5  MAY  76  EFFECTIVE  12  JAN  70  A^.CFPTE.'^  I  J'JNF  ’G 


r  '' / y'  V7G.4RAC  FEF  TRANSFERRED  FROM  THE  DERT  THE  AiR  FORCE  TO  THE  Dl  Jf-  Tt-P  NA/T  BY 
Y  //  A  MEMORANOMM  p.R'hE  secretary  or  THE  NA7Y  TTD  J  j  jArj  75  EFFECTIVE  I  J'Jl  74 

Tiiiininim 

ili'::::];  c-c  r  ac.eas  c-n.eyed  b>  -ect  y  cf  a;r  force  -Arv  c^  California  6yc  o.-d-.'  mar  7^ 


IxVWN 


fciMyXl  0  23AC  , EAS  (I), conveyed  0Y  SECTYOFAIR  FORCE  TO  STATE  OF  CALIF  BY  OCD  DTD  29  MAY  63 

0.26AC  .EAS.(I), CONVEYED  BY  SECTY  OFAIR  FORCE  TO  NORTHWESTERN  PACIFIC  R/R  CO  BY  QCD  DTD  30  A 
L\\\M  0.04  AC  , EAS., PRIOR  1940,  CONVEYED  BY  SECTY  OR  AIR  FORCE  TO  AiOA  I  SARTORl,ET  AC.BY  OCO  DTD  7  DEC 
ESS3  O.Ol  AC  ,EAS..PRI0R  1940,  CONVEYED  BY  SECTYOFAIR  FORCE  TO  STATE  OF  CALiF  BY  OCD  DTD  30  MAR  6l 


ACQUISITION  PRiON 
TO  I  JULY  1940 


/- cl /  A yl -i' _ <_ *yjjL yl yLV-  ^•u u  < if 

*  y  \  MJT  3  4li  4*  _ /X. 

/  \  ■ 

^CftOSSHATci^  AREA  TRADED  TO  ROMAN  ^ 

CA  THOUC  ARCHBISHOP  OP  SAN  FRANCISCO 
>  FOR~^  (PRIOR  TO  !  JULT 1940) 


I  ill 


Added  Disposal  Data 


inr  79  I  Added  disposal  doto 


3  Ndv  75|Rdv.  Ac.  Trt.  2E-I  6  E-2  ’ 


3  Dec  73  Added  Tr.  NOE 


26  Sep  73|Rev.  bde.Tr.l3  a  Odded  Trs  I06P.I07P.  *06E  a  t09LARev  Se^’A'  lo'T 


l4jo»’73  lOisposot  Tr.  B*203£  6‘Terminored  Tr  13. 


Added  Tr.  |05P  * 


AddSd  TrvIL  l.l£'2.IL*3,2L-l.2E-2.l0IE.I03Eai04e  Unnhwisd  Tri  2. ME  ai2 


R«tf<tdd  Ace  Alith  athie  Btoch*.  OispoMl  deto  odd 


20  Jul  66 


B.W.M 


1.0. C. 


I  June  6' 


dc  ocr  5 


6  ■'lrtarc^  51 


21  .^ures 


I  .•  I  6  Jute 


(DEED  DATED)  ; 
(13  FEB. ’32)  \ 


f  y-^V 

y  y 


«  ^fX'F  /<5 


NOTE. 

The  boundory  of  this  mstollotion  wos  compiled  from 
deed  descriptions  and  octuol  survey 


NOT .  AUOITEO-ACRE  AGE 


NOT.  included  in  statistics 


'•;€) 


_  X/ _  _ _ 

D  R.L  Jij-on  T  Aided  Iroct  tOO-L 

J  6 /)  I  June  6’  i  j-i'-iJ.jtijn  Troi>»ttff«4  f-om  San  Ffi»ei»<c  P- <»•  >»* _ 


BWM  I  3c  Oct  57  I  te^rown  to  r«fl«ct  oceuisirion  wbielent  *o  opprovol  of  audit. 


1.0. G.  I  g  Viver  51  I  AddtS  tract  21  _ _  • _ 


•'■dicottO  'CkCEf'ttO  ortj  >1  f'oet  B  and  chanQod  ocroog* 


J«g  I  6  July  *8  |  OuC  te  Tuiol  audit _ * 


uymoMt't 


complied  from 


«l3fiuory 

ML-0 /741  (G«n.)  doted  3  April 
-iF-D  773(Gea)  doted  10  Ap'd 
i^F  D  852  doted  25  A^ii 
RF-3  Unnum.(G»<L)dote3  .-23  Septemeer 
nE-D  852  A  doted  .25  Dwcember 
'.E-L  2078  (Gen)  doted  II  Donuory 
Rl-  -D  2078A(GerJdo*e  j  30  August 
conceit  RE'D  2078  (G«ev) 

RE -0  2781  doled  29  0«C(mber 

RE-0  297C  dated  19  April 

KE  '  741 A  (Gen)  doted  lO  July 

conceit  RE-t  741  (Gen) 

RE  D  278IA  doted  3  Moy 

deletes  5  51  acres  from  R£-0  i!7ai 
RE-0  4€54  doted  II  FeOruory 

RE-0  4671  dated  I  April 

Ltr  Hq  78  *n  Fighter  -  Interceptor  Wing 

doted  10  March 

RE  D  5953  dated  gOQc’ober 

sSZJ  doted  30 September 
RE-D  0822  doted  8  January 

RE-0  6822 A  doted  3  Mar 


«942 
1^42 
19  42 
1942 

1942 

1943 
1943 

1943 

1944 
1944 


RE  D  5953  dated  gO^’ober 

sSZJ  dated  30 September 

RE-D  0822  doted  8  January 

RE-0  6822 A  doted  3  Mar 

RE-0  7043  doted  28  Mar 

Amend  to  RE-0  6622  dated  29  May 
SPO-RE-0  47  doted  17  Jul 

SP0-RE-0  47A  doted  l  Jul 

SPO-RE-0  76  doted  20  Apr 

4th  Ind  AFRCE-SP  to  SPO  doted  M  Jul 
SPD-RE-0II8  doted  9  Jul 

SP0-RE*0<I9  doted  21  Jul 

1st  Ind  AFOCEFD  to  SPO  doted  9  Oct 
AFRCE-SPR  Ltr  doted  20  Apr 

(concels  SPO-RE;&^ 


20  Apr 


21  Jul 
doted  9  Oct 


/  /]  A  \ 


^2  LM98d'  Acquisition  Prior  I  «luL  ^ 

LEGEND 


EXCEPT  FOR  THE  SPECIAL  SYMBOLS  SHOWN  BaC 
SYMBOLS  ARE  STANDARD  IN  ARMY  MAP 
TECHNICAL  MANUAL  NO.  f3. 

RESERVATION  ilNBLi: _ _ 

RESERVATION  LINE  (A«h-i  _ _ — 

TRACT  BOUNDARY  LINE^-r: - 

TRACT  NUMBER _ _ : - 

AVIGATION  EASEMENT^  _____ 

CONTOUR  LINE _ _ _ _ ^ _ 

DISPOSAL  __ 


SEGMENT 


II  .  II 


DRAWN  py  H-J.B - - 

TRACED  Ry  -tl  J-J - — 

CHECKED  Ry - 


surmiited  by. 

.*  ■t'''-:  '  ■  /  :  Jf-.- 

:hie'  ..i3Atr»AL  •rcTien 


RICOMMENOCD  •/. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 
OFriCE  OF  THE  SACRAMENTO  01 STAICT  ENGINEER 

SOUTH  PACIFIC, DIVISION 


I 

REAL  ESTATE 


HAI\MLT0N  air  force  BA! 

BLACK4>0INXrt0MMUTiirCATI0N  FAClClTY 


MILITARY  RESERVATION 


■Miory 
tril  t942 
iV4;d 
(Til  \9%Z 
pt«ne«r  1942 
ctrnbv'  i942 
nyjfjf  1943 
iQU«t  1943 

lC(mb«r  1943 
ril  1944 
ly  1944 

»y  1946 
2781 

tK'jory  1946 
>fH  1947 

arch  1951 
.toiler  l954 
ptember  1955 
inuory  1957 

Mor  1958 
Mar  1958 
Moy  1958 
Jul  1958 
Jul  1959 
Apr  I960 
liJul  1962 
Jul  1964 
Jul  1964 
9  Oct  064 
Apr  1965 


*  *2  LMMd*  Acquisition  fVior  I  JuL 

LEGEND 


.«37 

\ 


EXCEPT  FOR  THE  SPECIAL  SYMBOLS  SHOWN  BELOW  MAP 
SYMBOLS  ABE  STANDARD  IN  ARMY  .MAP  SERVKE 
TECHNKAL  MANUAL  NO.  13. 

RESERVATION  tlNeLi: _ _ [— »■  — 

RESERVATION  LINE  (Aai^i  :**•»> - - — _  ■■  mm 

TRACT  BOUNDARY  LINE^^: - f  I 


TRACT  NUMBER 


AVIGATION  EASEMENT. 


CONTOUR  LINE. 


DISPOSAL 


SEGMENT 


11^  II 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 
3F  THE  SACRAMENTO  OISTIWCT  ENGINEER 

>OUTH  PACIFIC, DIVISION 


REAL  ESTATE 


lAN^TON  AIR  FORCE  BASE 

BLAdK^OINXrtOMI^T^ICATipN  FACICITY 

MILITARY  RESERVATION 


D\r£  ^9  NqY4948. 


